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,OVERSIGHT HEARING ON JUVENILE
RESTITUTION PROGRAMS

TUESDAY, MARCH 3, 1981

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
g SUBCOMMITTEE, ON, HUMAN RESOURCES,

1 COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
. Washirigton, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2261, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Baltasar Corrada pre-

.siding.'
Members present. Representatives Corrada, Williams, and Petri.
Staff present. Gordon Raley, staff director; Deborah Hall, clerk;

Dorothy Strun.1(, minority senior legislative associate; and John
Dean, minority senior legislative associate.

Mr. CORRADA, Good morning, ladies anpi.gentlemen.
Chairmthi Andrew's wife is scheduled Tor surgery this morning

an he has gone to be with her. He asked me to express his regrets
and preside in his absence.

Pursuant to its oversight responsibility for the Juvenile Justice
and Deliquency Prevention Adt, the Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources convenes this morning to review

ago
made by a,

number of restitution projects funded 2 yea ago by the Office Of
.Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

The idea of making restitution, whether for sins committed or
crimes perpetrated, is certainly a very old one. It predates many of
our modern-day judicial codes. At the same time, employment of
restitution models by the American juvenile justice syitem is rela-
tively new.

As I underitand it, these projects are really aimed at making the
concept of justice mean something to the offender and the victim
alike. Young people, most often who have committed property of-
fenses, are given the opportunity`to work and repay their victims
instead of being locked up. Thus, it keeps first offenders and minor
offenders out of secure correctional facilities while still allowing
them to literally pay, for their crime.

Restitution certainly seems to be a good idea on paper. Today we
are here to see if it works in reality. About 2 years ,ago the Office
of Juvenile Justice funded 41 projects in 26 States, Pueito Rico,
and Washington, D.C., through a restitution initiative. I under-
stand that an initial evaluation of this program by an independent
evaluator is near completion. We have that evaluator, as well as
juvenile justice officiats with us this morning.

Following them, the project Manager .from one of the actual
projects in .Madison, Wis., will describe_ the program as it was
implemented at the State and local level, and then a youth panel

(1)
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Consisting of youngsters who have participated in the program,
both in Washington, p.c.. and -iii Wisconsin, will describe its.
iiibaet on a personal level.

Mr Dodge and Dr. Schneider will join us at this time. Mr. Dodge1
is with the Office of Juvenile Justice here in Washington, D.C.,*and
Dr. Schneider is the evaluator from Eugene, Oreg

We, welcome Douglas G Dodge, branch chief,, juvenile justice
systlin program, special emphasis division, Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency PreVention, Washington, D.C. .

We also welcome Dr. Peter R. Schneider, principal investigator of
the Juvenile Restitution Initiative, Institute or Policy Analysis,
Eugene, Oceg.

Dr Schneider, will you take a seat. ,

. We welcome both of you to these hearings and appreciate very
much the testimony to be presented by you today./ with reference to
these innovative demonkration projects and your views on the
subject. , , 4

We are joined today here in the subcommittee by two of itq
members, Mr. Williams and Mr. Petri. ) .

, ,

If yod have any initial statement that you would care to Qie, I
would' recognize either-or both of you. If not, we will proceed with
the testimony of Mr. Dodge.

[Prepared testimony of Douglas C. Dodge follows:]
.

PREPAFfED TF:StIMONY OF DOUGLAS C DODGE. BRANCH CHIEF, -J LA ENILF. )JUSTICE
SYSTEM PROGRAM. SPECIAL EMPHASIS DIVISION. OFFICE OF A. V E'N ILE JUSTICE
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION o

I appreciate the opportunity, Mr Chairman, to appear today before the House
Education and.

ro
Labor Su b mittee on Human Resources to discuss efforts by the

Office of Juvenile Justice a d Delinquency Prevention to promote restitution by
juvenile offenders as an al native to incarceration It .lb, a particular pleasure to
represent the Office keft4re this Subcommittee for t.ie first time since enactment of
the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1980 ,

As you know. the major share of the annual OJJDP appropriation is allocated to
the states according to a population formula for use in assistirt4ach state imple-
ment such juvenile programs as the state deems appropriate Smaller portions of
our funds are used for research bind evaluation, technical assistarce,.Luurdination of
Federal activities, and discretionary grahts which give special, emphasis to innova-
tive prevention and treatment approaches

In February of 19.78, the Office announced a major competitive funding initiative'
to supporLprojects which utilized restitution by juvenile offenders Attention to this
area was emed appropriate in light of the emphasis in section 22-11ax31 of the
Juvenile- tice and Delinquency Prevention Act on programs which are "effective

traditional juvenile justice and correctional
e rhajor objectives of this initiative

es, while providing an alternative
deeds wouldbeahrectly targeted

means of diverting juveniles from t
systerii, including restitution projects
were to hold youth accountable for their ,offe
disposition to incarceration Accountability for m
to benefit the victim and the community

Programs would be further cost effective because of the avoidance of the costs
associated with of yutotnk offenders Maintenance of an individual in a
residential facility costs the goverrfment from $24,000 to $43,000 per year, depending
on the locality and the level of security -The cost per participant in a restitution
projc4t, on the other hand, is only $1,000, a significant savings Restitution partki-_
pants enjoy the additional 'benefit of a meaningful employment experience which
helps in their rehabilitation

Restitution for this program is conceived of in its btoadest sense It is defined to
include Ray mepts by an offenderin Lash to the victim or service either to the victim
or the general community These payments must be made under jurisdiction of the
juvenile or criminal justice process OJJDP added a new dimension to monetary
restitution by providing funds which could be used to support youth in employment
Provision of this employment support, together with the use of community service,

o U
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are viewed as giving all offenders an equal opportunity to participate,regardlegs of
their ability to pay
\ Between September- 30, 1978, and Varch 9, 1979, OJJDP funded 41 juvenile
restitution projects in 26 states, Puerto Rico, And Ole_ Dirt of Columbia Within
this group, there were six state -wide agencies pr'organiz.ations responsible for over-

' sight of program, implementation at 50 local sires 35 other loCalities were funded
directly Thui, 85 projects were supported-under the initiative

Grants fol, the program were made for 24 months The total- amount- awarded for
the two-year priod was $19,564,000 Of thb initial 41 awards, tt is anticipated that
36 will be coiatinued for a third year

- To assist with project .ithplementatiOn., OJJDR awarded a technical 'assistance
contract to the National Office of Social Responsibility (NOSR), of Arlington, Virgin-
ia. NOSR has developed several training manuals, and condactyd a number of small
training conferences for project personnel

Six of the sites are being intensiely evaltated by the Institute for Policy Analysis
IIPA) of Eugene, Oregon IPA is also implementing a management information
system which provides a base of data on all projects

Monetary restitution is the most frequently used form of restitution used by the
projects, followed, by community service and direct setVice to victims Two programs,
Puerto Rico and Charleston, South Carolina. do not accept any cases involving
monetary restitution Wayne 'County, Michigan, accepts a monetary restitution
referral only if the youth already has a job Otherwise, they rely on community
service placements

The projeCts vary significantly in the scope of their activities The narrowest in
scope receive an offender only after a restitution plan and order has been-developed
The youth will be placed and restitution payments wil4 be supervised A few ancil-
lary services are also provideti for the victims or offenders About one-half of the
programs fall into this category This type of project is more predominant among
the state-wide sites where individual projects tend to be smaller and fewer persons
are available- for delivery, of services The directly-funded local projects are more
likely to provide ancillary-services to victims

The tirpjects offer a range oT employment opportunities, including job develop-
ment (locating and reserving slots for project youth) and job assistance (placing
individual youths in a .job) Subsidized work has the added ingredient of providing
funds to support the youth in a job

Subsidized employment opportunities are offered by 69 percent or the local proj-
ects and 62 percent of the state-wide. projects. Job assistance is more popular than
job development, although, the difference is..marginal Only ten percent of the
projects offer all three services Half of the local projects attempt to place the youth
in-a permanent job, but only one state-wide project with three sites offers this
service to participants

The results which have been - reported regarding the operation of the various
restitution projects are encouraging Many of the objectives set fpr the program are
being met. As of November 30, 198D, the following data have been reported

The number of ybuth referred to the projects is .16,D00;
The offenses which resulted in these referrals involved nearly 17,000 victims and

$8 7 million in losses; ,,

Judges have ordered $2 4 million in monetary payments, 318,000 hours of commu-
nity service, and-5,100 hours of direct service to victims,

In 10612 closed cases, juveniles placed by restitution projects have' pai4 ,$1,076;200

in monetary restitution, worked 177,935 hours of community services and 'PerfOrmed

more than 4,157 hours of direct victim service;
78 7 percent of the youth referred are successfully completing their oriAufal or

adjusted restitution orders, this successful completion rate goes to 87 percent if
.project ineligibles are removed from consideration;

856 percent of ,the referrals have no subsequent contact with the juvenile court
after the offense that resulted in a refer* to the project and prior to their case'
closure

We are very pleased with ,these results, and believeIt is particulary noteworthy
that many young people are finding permanent employment as a-result of their
placement in jobs by restitution projects

Besides the projects in this initiative Mr Chairman, OJJDP funds have been used
in a number of other Instances to support restitution Some states have-deemed it
appropriate toy use formula grant funds to implement restitution programs I have
brought with me a listing of OJJDP awards relating to restitution, Several back-
ground papers and evaluation documents have been prepared by the Office which
may provide the Subcommittee with additional insight into the nature and Impact
of restitution activities I am pleased to submit this material for your use

- 1'
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We hope, Mr Chairman, that as the results of these Oat prpjects are disseminal-
ed widely, more jurisdiction4 will utilize their own resources to initiate similareffort.S This is a time when all levels of goYernrneht must look for ways to limittheir expenditures and conserve resources Restitution is being shown to be a costeffective alternative to old ways of doing business Given the other benefits
reduction in rcidivistn, provision of redress for victims, accountability on the partoC offenders, and meaningful employment opportunities for youthwe believe that
these .restitution programs are resulting in greater community confidence in thejuvenile justice system process 4"

Thnnk yo, Mr Chairman I would how be pleased to respond to any questions

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS C. DONE, BRANCH CHIEF, JUVE-
NILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PIIPGRAM, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUS-
TICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, WASHINGTON, D.C.
Mr. DODGE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate ,the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to appear todaybefore the House Education and Labor Subcommittee on Human

Resources to discuss efforts by the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention to promote restitution by juvenile offend-
ers as an alternative to incarceration. It is a particular pleasure to
represent the Office before this subcommittee for the first time
since enactment of the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1980.

ets you kndw, the major share of the annual OJJDP appropri-
ation is allocated to the States according toa population formulafor use in assisting each State implement such juvenile programsas the State deems appropriate. Smaller portions of our funds areused for research and evaluation, technical assistance, coordination
of Federal activities, and discretionary grants which give special
emphasis to innovative prevention and treatment approaches.

In February of 1978, the Office announced a major competitive
funding initiative to suppoit projects which utilized restitution by
juvenile offenders' Attention to this area was deemed appropriate
in light of the emphasis in section 224(a)(3) of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act on programs which are "effective
means of diverting juveniles from the traditional juvenile justiceand correctional system, including restitution projects.* ""

The major objectives of this initiative were to hold youth ac-
countable for their offenses, while providing an alternative disposi-tion to incarceration Accountability for misdeeds would be directly
targeted to benefit the victim and the community.

- Programs would be further cost effective because of the avoid-
once of the costs associated with incarceration of youngtpffenders.Maintenance of an individual youth in d residential facility costs
the Government from $24,000 to $43,000 per year, depending on thelocality and the level of security. The cost per participant in a
restitution project, on the other, hand, is only $1,000, a significant
savings, Restitution participants enjoy the additional benefit of a
Meaningful employment experience whigh helps in their rehabilita-tion.

Restitution for this program is conceived of in its broadest sense.It is defined to include paymenfs by, an offender in cash to the
victim or service either to the victim or the general community.
These payments are made under jurisdiction of the juvenile orcriminal justice process. OJJDP added a new dimension to mone-tary restitution by providing funds whichtcould be used to supportyouth in employment. Provision of this employment support, to-
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gether with the usq of community service-, are viewed as giving all
offenders an equal opportunity to participate, regardless of their
ability to pay

Between September 30, 19478 and March 9, 1979, OJJDP funded
41 juvenile restitution projects in 26 States, Puerto Rico, and the
District of Columbia. Within this group, there were six statewide
agencies or organizations responsible for oversight of program im-
plementation at 50 local sites. Thirty-five other localities were
funded directly Thus, 8j projects were supported under the initia-
tive. '

Gradts for the program were made for an initial 24 months. The
total amount awarded for the 2-year period was $19,564,000 Of th
original 41 awards, it is anticipated that 36 will be continued for a
third year.

To assist with project implenZation, OJJDP awarded a techni-
cal assistance contract to the National Office of Social Responsibili-
ty NOSR), of Arlington, Va. NOSR has developed several training
manuals and conducted a number of small training conferences for
project personnel..

Six of the sites are being intensively evaluated by the Institute
for Policy Analysis (IPA) of Eugene, Oreg. IPA is also implement-
ing a management information system which provides a base of
data on all projects

Monetary restitution is the most frequently used form of restitu-
tion under the projects, followed by community service and direct
service to victims. Two programs, Puerto Rico and Charleston, S.O.,
do not accept any cases involving monetary restitution. Wayne
County, Mich., accepts a monetary restitution referral only if the
youth already has a job. Otherwise, they rely on community service
placements.

The projects vary significantly. in 'the scope of their activities.
The narrowest in scope receive an offender only after a restitution
plan and Order has been developed. The youth will be placed and
restitution payments will be supervised. A few andillary services
are also provided for the victims of offenders About one-half of the
programs fall into this category. This type of project is 'more pre-
dominant among the statewide sites Ahere individual projects tend
to be smaller and fewer persons are available for delivery of serv,
ices The djrectly funded loc(al projects are more likely to provide
ancillary services to victims.

The projects offer a range of employment opportunities, includ-
ing job development-Hocating and reserving ,slots fk project
youthand job assistanceplacing indMdual youths in a job.,Sub-
sidized work has the added ingredient or providing funds to support
the youth it a job.

Subsidized employment opportunities are offered by 69 percent of
the local projects and 62 percent of We statewide projects. Job
assistance is more popular than job development, although the
difference is marginal Only 10 percent of the projects offer all
three-services Half of the local projects,attdmpt to place the youth
in a permanent job, but only one statewide ptoject with three sites
offets this service to participants. -

The results which have been reported regarding the operatron of
the various restitution projects are encouraging. Many of the objec-

r
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tives set for the program are being met. As of November 30, 1980,
the following data have been reported through our management
operation system.

The. number of youth referred to the projects is 26,000, the of-
fenses which resulted in these referrals involved nearly 17,000
victims and $8.7 million in losses, judges have ordered $2.4 million
in monetary payments, 318,000 'hours of community service,"and
5.,100 bows of, direct service' to victims, in 11,612 closed case
juveniles placed by restitution projects have paid $1,076,200
monetary restitution, worked 177,935 hours of community service,
and performed more than 4,157 hours of direct victim service, 78 7
percent of the youth referred are successfully completing their
original or adjusted restitution orders, this successful completion
rate goes to 87 percent if project ineligibles are removed 'from
consideration, S5 6 percent of the referrals have no.subsequent
contact with the juvenile court after the-offense that resulted in a

"referral to the project and prior to their case closure.
We are very pleased with these resulf,s, and believe it.is particu-

larly noteworthy that many yoUng pieeple are finding permanent
employment as a result of their placement in jobs by- -estittition
projects

Besides the nojeiks in this initiativ, Mr. hafrman, OJJDP
funds have been used in a number of other instances to support
restitution Some States have deemed it appropriate to use formula
grant funds to implement restitution prodams.

I have brought with me a listing of . OJJDP ,awards relating to
restitutkof Several background papers 'and evaluation duct merits
have. be6fprepared by the Office which may prtvide the subcom-
mittee with additional insight into the nature and impact of resti-
tution activities. I am pleased to submit this material fort your use
The information has been provided to the staff.

We.hope, Mr. Chairman, that as the results of these pilot prof -.'
ects are disseminated widely, more jurisdictions' will utilize their
own resources to initiate similar efforts, This is a time when all
levels of government must look'for ways to limit their expenditureS'
and conserve resources. Restitution is being shown to be a cost.
effective,alternative to old ways of doing business. Given the other
benefits reduction in recidivism, provision of redress for victims,
accountability on the part Of offenders, an meaningful employ-
nftnt opportunities for youthwe believOtra-tthese restitution
programs orb resultiDg in greater community confidence in the

juvenile justice systenT process.
Thank you, Mr Chairman. I would now be pleased'to respond to

any questions. -
Mr. CORRADA. Thhnk you, Mr. Dodge.
We will now listen to the testimony of DK. Schneider. After he

has concluded his testimony, then we will open up the hearing for
questions to both witnesses. Dr. Schneider, will you please proceed
with your testimony.

[Prepared testimony of Dr. Peter R. Schneider follows:)

PREPARED TESTIMONY OF PETER R SCHNEIDER, PH D, PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR,
INSTITUTE OF POLICY ANALYSIS, EUGENE, OREG

The program announcement entitled "Restitution by Juvenile Offenders An Al-
ternative to Incarceration'. was issued by the office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-



quency Prevention on February 2'. I97s Following a two -stage applications process
."----grants were awarded to II separate projects in 26 states. Puerto Rico and the

District of Columbia Six of the grahts were awarded to statewide agencies or
organizations to oversee the implementation and administratton of '5ll local pro-
grams in seleCled counties or judicial districts Altogether, the juvenile restitution
initiative has provided, support for S,5 Programsall-64 a few of which were created
as a direct result of federal funding

Funding for th Intiative ,was projected at $10 million per year over three years.
and initially Si million was committed for the first two years Thira-'year funding
will be cons rably less than $10 million, however, for several reasons Two of the

..- - projects dropped out of the initiative during the first year, several others were*. '
terrrim...ted after two years due to unsattsfactory performance or nomompliance,
and a dumber of others had saved enough money from their earlier grants to

'continue at`hosadditional cost -

The framersN4 the initiative envisvoned the program, as a major research and
development, effutts,designed to supporcand*experanept with the use of restitution
as an alternative to'Kadittonal dispositions for young offenders, and specifically as
an intern live to Incareecation Its major objectives are set forth as follows

It ) A reduction in thv n6qber of youth incarcerated
)2) A reduction in !Teri:11%1'w of those youth invoked in restitution programs '
)Si Provision for some redresg,orsatisfaction with regard to the reasonable value

of the damage or loss suffered by Cre,,t!ms of juvenile offenses
(4) Increased knowledge about the Nod:clay of stitution for juveniles in terms

of cost effectivent: impact on differingNitegbries o outhful offenders, and juve-
nile justice process ),

,'",,,,

i5) An increased sense of responsibility and ountability on the part of yoyithful
offendeq for their)ehactor ,,,

Rif Greater community confidence in the juvenile jttstice process
Reflected ui these objectives are several specific conce,qs
First. ttention in this initiatve clearly is directed at-,,the ixdicies of juvenile

courts coneerning the inore serious offenderthe juvenile whe.has had prior contact 4

with cite police and or the court or who has committed, as 4:first offense, a crime i
which would' place hirtror hor in jeopardy of incargeratiqp By requiring that I

referrals ao -rastitution prjgrams be limited to adjudicated delinquents, and by

emphasizing that the, programs be used as alternatives to incaroeratidn, the initia- /
Live obviously is targeted at a particular type of juvenile offender,

. ..Second. concern for the impact of a restituti program on the juvenile justice,
process as a whole is expressed in object.ye 4 One pqrtant issue it whether th
implementation of a .restitution program, as A uni nded and unwanted cod
quence, will "widen the net" juvenile offenders- and snare more youth in e

,system This might occur if Juysnile' autlagities view rest tioa as anattra ive
'disposition, especially when weighed against Unattractive alto ores, and be n to
Increase' the number of petitions filed and the num'ber,,of youth a ditated n the

other hand, is the question of whether juvenile court judges 'initact, use
restitution .0 an alternative disposition even when it. is Made avails le to them

-Third. assumptions are made concerning the impact of participation in a restitu-
tion program on both offenders and victims Through direct restitution er commune--'
ty service, offenders are expected to experience "an increased sensC-of responsibility
and accountability" (objective 5) and be less inclined to commit Ca$her offenses
(objective 2) Victims. by -receiving redress or satisfacticfn with regard to their
damage oc loss objective 3i, should manifest 'impttoved attitudes toward thOsjuvenile
justice system and this, in turn, should promote greater cqmmunity confideqse in
the juvenile justice process (objective 6) ''.-

Fdurth, it is suggested by objectlye 4) that the feasibility of restitution may diffe.r.
by category of juvenile offenders In other words, attention should be focused on the;--.

..
) characteristics of youth who demonstrate significantly different rates of success in

completing restitution contracts
Fifth, concern- is expressed (again in objective 4) about the cost-effectienets of

restitution, as compared with other, more traditional, juvenile court diSpositions A
related issue is the Cost of different types of restitution programs,,and especially the
cost and effectiveness of different restitution program segments

To address' the specific interests expressed in the objectivesas well as other
s.,, . important research questionsthe national evaluation of the juvenile restitution

., initiative is organized into three major components' .

', The first major temponent of the evaluation is designed to assess the impact of
restitution on offenders add victims So that the unique effects of restitution can be

Isola*, experimental research designsinvolvia4 the random assignment of adju-
dicatecfccielinquents and their victims into experimental and control groupshave
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been established in six project saes Boise, ID, Clayton County, GA.,'Vehtura
County, CA, Dane County, WI, Oklahoma ('ounty, OK and Washington DC This
segrbent of the evaluation focuses on.outcome measures such as rates of recidivism
and attitudinal shifts, and involves comparisons between restitution and nun-restitu.
tion dispositions, programmatic,restitution and non-programmatie restitution, and
restitution as a sole sanction vs restitution coupled with other type> of treatments..
Wilda considerable data have been gener,ited by these randomized luntdulled expert-

.. ments, the experiments are not yet complete.,ind.ofeherefor the results are not
.available for inclusion in this testimony These data are perhaps the'most valuable
wq, have, and I am hopeful that we can submit a preliminary report to this
committee at a later date

The second' major component of the evaluation relies,pinrnariil on the continuing
analysis of the case-bv -case data accumulated through the Management Information
Svsteffi ,MIST forms This information reflect,., at any given point in tank., the status
of thue initiative in terms of total referrals. case closury amounts of monetary
restitution ordered and Irani, total community .and victrfn service hours worked,
characteristics of offenders and v ictims and ilso forth These dlita are received
weekly by the national ev alu awn and published in the Monthly Evaluation Reports

.
. . C.

circulated to project dir'ectors and other interested parties )the report for February,
191 is lAcluded as attachment'Al These data shed light on .such,things as the
association between categories or uirenders and successful completions, and the
success of the initiative in servingos target population,

The third major component of the evaluation addresses the policy issues assocot-
ted with the initiative This portidn ot thetevaluation draws-upon data Worn a variety
of sources, including MIS forms, descriptiurts ofrirrograms as contained in project
applications. interviews c;cith project directors, ind 'aggregatt! data Worn juvenile, courts throughout the country The policy issues dealt, with 'fall into several differ-
ent categories One category of issues centers on the'courts and ipvolves questions
concerning changes In court practices as disclosed through the increased use- of
restitution as a disposition, reductions in the number of youth4 incarcerated, anchor
increases in referrals and adjudications Another category of issues involves' the
appropriate procedure4, for funding and implementing restitution programs, and
calls for a Comparison of tbstftution progrtims and, kimilarly, the cost of add-on-
compo,nents such, as psychiatric counseling, and subsidized employment

As mirk On each ofthese components of the evalu,,ition has progressed: a number
of research reports have been completed and several of these are'appendedto this
document aS atrachments For Ilie,remainder of my tqtimony, I want to summarize
The information from these reports in teems of what we view as the paramount
issues addressed by this initiative

Three questions, it seemsjo us, are suptemq
1 If Tbstitution iincludirig financial restitution, commu service, and direct

_.;___ service to locums) is available as_an_ alternative &position, -will juvenile ecuirtt
jode,s use it' And if so, under what conditions and fur what types of dffendiers"

2 If restitution is 'ordered .as a,disleosition for young offenders. can they, be
expected tO carry put the terms of their, sentences or, as some critics have suggested,
ire they "being set up for yet onetherfailute9

3 If restitution is a reasonable requiretnent to inakl of young offenders, es iteffective In terms of its impact on Juisenilds, their view-24 and the.juve.nile justice i'system'.
4-The evaluation of the initiative is u nishOond Rime of the nine, critical data--z

those from the six experimental prof are yet to be scrutinizea`..T4is the an-
swers to these questions must be regarde as tentative Thci existing clan indicate,
'however, that restitution will le used if available, .offenders can complete the
requirements. and an impact js discernible

A survey we conductectin 1977'of a randomly- selected -sample of jurenile/cour.t
judges disclosed overwhelming support and widespread ige of restitutionAsee attach-
ment 11) Typically, restitution was Used for li?st offenders. charged with minor
property crimes But the initiative was directed -at seriousoffenders in jeopardy of
incarceration, and the willingOesslef judges to use restitution as a sanction for this

beta.% of delinquents was not known
The record so far is very encouraging, with respect to b6th the number and type

of referrals
First, the numbers As of the first,of this year 11981), the national evaluation had

documentation of More than 17,000 referrals and, by the time the projects:catch up
on pfrperwbrk, the figure v. ill be closer to 20.000 Ultimately, this initiative can be .
expected to serve more than 30,000 offenders and, at least, an approximately,.equal
number of victims

1
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Second the type of offenders The average referral to the projects in this initiative
is a 151/2-year-old male from a low income ($12,000) family Most are white, but
nearly 23 percent area blak:,k and hundreds of other offenders are members of other
minorities Data on the setiousness of these offendersdefined ..A.1 a Lombination.of
presenting offense and number of priorsare presented in Table 1

These data show that about 34 percent o f t te referral's to restitution projects have
at least one prior offense,21 percent have thete or more, and 6 3 percent have more
than six priors In terms of presenting offenses,.33 percent were referred for crimes
at the level of "serious property" and above, and about 22 percent had committed
offenses labeled either ':very serious property" or very serious personal," More
than 11 percent had three or more priors and presenting offenses at the level of
"serious property" and aboveserious of enders Ay any definition

Pinar ly, the types and amounts of restitution ordered About 18,000 victims' were
involved in the offenses that resulted-in referrals to restitution projects, and togeth-
er they reported more than $9 million in lossesabout one-third of which was
recovered from insurance and other sources As restitution for the remainder,
judges have ordered nearly $2 6 million in financial restitution, more than 340,000
hours of community service, and More than 5,200 hours of direct service to victims

The extent to which juvenile offenders can successfully complete restitution re-
quirements is reflected, first, in some impressive statistics Through the calendar
year 1980 slightly more than 12,000 cases had beemAlqe,ed and more than $1 million
in cash had been collected, more than 190,000 houilqr community service worked,
and more than 4,000 hours of services for victims, performed

The proportion of juvenile offenders successfully completing restitution require-
ments was the topic of a research report issued by the national evaluation last year
(see attachment C) Again, the data are very encouraging They indicate that about
$8 percent of all referrals can'be expected to complete Festitution as ordered by the
courts

Rates of successful completion of restitution orders varied, however, by several
predictable characteristics Persons were more likely to complete restitution require-
ments successfully if they were first-time, minor offenders, full-time students, and
from white, middle-income families r persons in these groups, rates of successful
completion averaged 90 percent or mare

However, the variation among groups is not great and the rates of successful
completion are high even for offenders at the other end of the continuum. The rates
are over 80 percent for persons convicted of very serious personal or property
crimes, with up to five priors, and from minority families with very low incomes

Significant, too, is the amount of the restitution order Persons, are considerably
more likely to complete restitution if the amounts of money or community service
are small, but, even for large orders, the rates are about 75 percent Interestingly,
there appeared to be no statistically significant differences in successful completion
between offenders in subsidized and non-subsidized jobs.

The most appropriate data for assessing the impact of restitution on offenders and
victims are being generated by the six experimental sites and, as previously men-
tioned, those experiments are still under way Inferences concerning the effect of
restitution can be drqwn, however, from data on the in-program reoffense rate, the
proportion of victim losses recovered through restitution, and the use of restitution
as a sole sanction compared with restitution as a condltion of probation

The term "in-program reoffense rate" refers to the percentage of Wenders who
commit new offenses while still officially involved in a restitution project In most
projects. the commission of a new offense results in dismissal from the 'project and
return to the juvenile court

A research report which details the methodology of computing in- program reof-
fonse rates is appended as attachment D The methodology is Anewhat complex
and will not be discussed here, except to say that it involves the calculation,of the
probability that a certain proportion of offenders will commit new offenses after a
certain amount of time in a restitution project The data used to calculate the rates
are drawn from official court records

The in-program reoffense rate for the initiative as a whole, based on an expected
amount of time in a restitution, project of 6 2, months, 4s quite low at only 8 8.
percent In other words, less than one out of 10 referrals can beexpeeted to commit
a new offense while still in the project

In a manner similar to that of the successful completion rates, the in-program
reoffense rates vary by type of offender Those more likely to commit new offenses
come from poorer families, have dropped out of school, and have more priors There
are virtually no differences with respect to age, race, and gender and, surprisingly,
no differences attributable to the seriousness of the presenting offense
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The in program reuffense ratean admittedly rough and, by itself. inadequate
measure of recidivism suggests that restitution might be effective in reducing
subsequent offenses Additional evidence of effectiveness may be found in a compari-
son between Aveniles ordered to make restitution as a sole sanctionwith no other
requirementsand juveniles ordered to make -restitution as a condition of proba-
tion

Thereure undeniably good reasons for ordering restitution as a condition of
probation For one thing. it provides judges with a joint sanction which seeks
satisfaction fur both injured parties the siLtimand the state Fut another, probation
provides judges with a mechanism fur' enforcing the restitution requirement, At the
same timv,..there ,tre good reasons for ordering restitution as a sole sanction For
example, it frees the time of probation ufficers and thus may be more cost effective

A research report,which compares restitution as a sole sanction with restitution
as a condition of probation in terms of successful cempletions and 'in- program
reuffense rate, is appended as attachment E The findings are straightforward
offenders ordered to make restitution as a sole sanction have -higher rates of
successful completion. and lower in-program reuffense rates, than those making
restitution as a condition of probation The relationship remains constant even
when other important i.ariablessuch as number of priors, offense seriousness,
household income, school attendance. and sire of restitution order are statistically
cone rolled

It Is tempting to conclude from these findings that restitution probably Is more
effective than probation. since restitution alone seems more 'effective than probation
invoicing restitution as 'a condition liuweser. there are competing explanations that
must be mentioned For example. judges may select offenders they consider 'good
risks and excuse them from probation Or, offenders on probation may be under
closer surveillance and their offenses more likely to be detected Until -we have
analyzed the data from an experimental project in which this propositionis being
tested. it is impossible to eliminate these rival hypotheses

Finally. let us look at the effectiveness of restitution from the standpoint of die
victim In most Lases, it can be assumed, the victim's assessment of the effectiveness
of restitution will depend upon the extent to which they are compensated for their,losses

krqurtinar3, data on the proportion of victim loses recovered indicate that resti-
tution. from the victims viewpoint. is largely successful On the average. victims-
can expect to recover about 87 percent of their net lossesexcluding i ranee and
property returnan 8t, percent of their total losses Offenders, on the erage, phy
about 8,1 percent of the victims' net loss as restitution

As expected. the percent of loss repaid as restitution declines as the amount of
loss increases For net losses up to S2.:;0, offenders pay 9-1 percent, declining to 66
percent of net losses up to $1,000 For net losses over &LOW, offers pay about 58
percent

These figures are impressive. but they should be interpreted with caution They
reflect, for example', only those cases in which monetary restitution was ordered
Cases in which payment of financial restitution was unlikely probably resulted in
community service orders, and this would bias the percentage of victim loss recov-
ered in aR upWard direction

The issues discussed in this presentation' do not exhaust those raised by the
restitution initiative, but they certainly are among the most critical We have asked
Will judges use it Can offenders do it" And is it effective The answers, as we see
them, are yes. yes, and probably More data mUst be brought to bear un the question
of effectiveness, and those data are forthcoming from the experimental projects
Before all the answers to all our questions are known, much more remains to be
done

TABLE I CROSS-TABULATION OF SERIOUSWS LEVEL AND OFFENSE HISTORY.
Pnor ono covcuren; lerProueot offenses

spopusnesc pl eferra' nstensn

3 4

court ott.c4s

Total
6

percent

Number of cases 7 009 3 271 1963 1 162 69() 444 969 15.417

Victimless Includes traffic actidents or tickets, status of

tenses thugs akohol gambling, prostitution and probation
violations 09 0 6 03 0 2 01 ©O 1 0 1 2 2

Minor offenses Minor offenses not easily classified as proper
ty or personal such as disorderly conduct 0 0 4 01 01 01 0 0 0 f 11
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TABLE 1 CROSS TABULATION OF SERIOUSNESS LEVEL AND OFFENSE HISTORY 1-1Continuecl

Ptor Ad concurrent delinquent offenses known to Court Moats -

Nft* SefKusness et referral Weskit..., t
ft 475

_ ____.

Minor property Any property 2ffense with loss/damage of
S10 or less except burglary eid arson

Miner personal Resisting or obsttucting an officer, coercion,

hazing, other similar KR part II offenses
Moderate property Burglaries and arsons with loss/damage of

$10 or less and any other type of property offense with
kiss/damage of Sll to $250

Serious property Burglaries and arsons with loss/damage of

$11 to 5250 and any other property offense with Iciss,

damage greater than 5250

Very serious property burglaries andarsons with loss/damage
of $250 or more

Serious personal Unarmed robberies and nonaggravated as-

saults with loss of 5250 or less
Very serous personal Unarmed robberies and non aggravated

assaults with losses exceeding $Z50 and all UCR Part I

personal cnmes including rape, armect robbery, aggravated

assault

.
0

64

08

126

136

66
,

1.8

19

I

25

05

.62

59

37

08

07

212

2

15

04

34

32

23

05

04

121.

3

11

02

21

20

13

p3

03

4

06

01

'13,

13

08
...

01

02.

)

03 ..
01

07

08

06

01

01

6

07

02

18

15

16

02

01

Total
percent

131

22

. 281

283

169

38

38

Total percent 455 75 45 29 63 10016'

Offenses ere coded by IN personnel Iran he nanative deloPt,on of the offense contained on the MIS loons Coding categories and rutes are
, those used in the Undam Come Repots UCR) Transfer cases are not included

t these figures include ono( offenses resulting in a wort =tract concurrent offenses No incident is courite both as a ow offense and ds
concurrent offense

STATEMENT OF PETER R. SCHNEIDER, PRINCIPAL INVESTIGA-
TOR OF THE JUVENILE RESTITUTION INITIATIVE,, INSTITUTE
OF POLICY ANALYSIS, EUGENE, OREG.

. Mr. SCHNEIDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want you.and the other members fif the subCommittee to know

how very pleased and proud I am to appear before your subcommit-
tee today. ,

I would like to call your attention to the prepared testimony
which I submitted. The first part of that testimony reiterates the
objectives of the initiative and discusses the research objectives
thk the national evaluation had of those objectives: It explains
how the national evaluation is organized to address those issues.

The second half of the testimony summarizes some of the data
that we have on this program to date. And if I may, I would just
like to summarize that verbally rather than reading my statement.

Mr. CORRADA. Plea4 do so.
Mr. SCHNEIDER. There are several things we wanted to know

about this initiative when we began. There are some things we
alrgaLly knew. We knew as a result of the survey we had done in
1977 that about 90 percent of the juvenile courts in the United
States were using restitution, and there was widespread support
among juvenile court judges for the use of restitution.

Most of these kids who were being referred to restitution pro-
grains were first-time or minor offenders. We did not know wheth-
er judges would be willing to use restitution for the wide range of
juvenile offenders that appear before our courts.

We also did not know whether these kinds of offenders would be
able td complete restitution if they were ordered. There was a very

1 ft.;*--
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great fear in the community that assigning these kids to a restitu-
tion program would be setting them up for another failure, conse-
quently, perhaps, leading to More delinquency.

Then, of course, the third thing we did not know was how effec-
tive restitution was These were the kinds of things we wanted to
look at Doug Dodge has gone over some of the data that we have
had to date

The record us he said is very encouraging in terms of the num-
bers he mentioned There were something like 1,600 offenders.
Those numbers are a month old. As of this month, we have 17,000
referiAls and our data collection system runs about 6 weeks behind
the actual number of referrals to this project.

So nght now out there in the United States are probably 20,000
juvenile offenders in restitution projects as aresult of this initia-
tive By the time the initiative is completed, there will be about
30,000 referrals. One thing he didn't mention was the kind of
offenders who are being referred to this program. Gene-rally these
offenders are 15 years old, white males; however, 25 percent of
them are blacks and hundreds of athers represent other minorities.
They tend to come from low-income families. The average annual
family income of the referrals is about $12,000, but many are below
that.

In terms of the seriousness of these offenses and the kind of
offenders that are being referred, 54 percent of them have at least
one prior offense Twenty-one percent of the referrals have three
prior offenses, and 6.3 percent have six or more prior offenses.

In terms off' the presenting offenses, the offenses for which they
are referred to the restitution project, 53 -percent,were for crimes
which the Uniform Crime Reports referred to as serious property
offenses, ands. 22 percent had committed offenses which would be
labeled as either very serious property or very serious personal
offenses.

Eleven percent of these offenders had three or more prior of
fenses and had presenting offenses at the level of serious property
or above. I think you would agree these are very serious offenders
by at definition.

Doug also mentioned the number of victims and the amounts of
restitution which are being ordered. Again, those numbers are a

.4month out of date. There are 1a,000 victims, more than $9 million
losses Judges have ordered almost $3 million in restitution and

more`thasti 300,000 hours of community service.
In terms of the completion, he mentioned that the statistics are

very impressive. More than Si 'Million has been paid, 190,000 hours
of community service work completed,' and 4,000 hours of direct
service provided to victims.

The proportion of juvenile offenders that are successfully com-
pleting the restitution requirements is, as he mentioned, about 88
percent.

Now, there are a couple of things I would like to say about that.
First, the most successful referrals to this project are the kind of
kids you would expect to be successful. These are first-time offend-
ers who are from middle-income families and are full-time stu-
dents.
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The successful completion rates among those kinds of offenders is
JU percent,ur better However, the variation among these groups
the different groups- of kids in this initiativeis not very great.
The*rate for successfuLcompletion is high even for offenders at the
other end of tibe continuum. The rate is over 80 percent successful
completion for persons convicted of very serious personal or proper-
ty crimes, and for those' who'have up to five prior offenses and
those from minority families with very low incomes.

In fact, I think the smallest rate of successful completion, which
is 77 percent, is for the offenders who have six or more prior
offenses. So even among those categories of offenders the succevful
completion rate is high.

It is important to look at these from a policy standpoint If you
have a limited amount of resources to expend on a restitution
program itself--

Mr. CORRADA. Excuse me just a. second. Just for the sake of the
record, when you talk about successful completion, how do you
define that concept?

Mr SCHNEIDER Succ sfut completion is completion of the resti-
tution requirement as it is originally.ma'de by the judge or as it is
adjusted by the judge

Now th6kprowrtion o the cases which are adjusted is very small.
I think it is on the order of about 6 percent, and that data, by the
way, is contained in a report which I submitted to you as an
appendix to my statement. It is a.technical report, and it is entitled
"The Monthly Evaluation Report for February, 1981." It is before
you. -

The last thing I would like to mention is the effectiveness of
restitution.%.

Now, I will have to be sofnewhat cautious here our data is not
fully complete yet.

The data that we have on effectiveness is coming from our ex-
perimental sites. We have eight experimental programs from var."
sous places in the United States. do those experimental programs,
we have juveniles who are being randomly referred to restitution
and rkonrestiOtion dispositions and among different kinds of resti-
tution projects. Now, those kids can be compared with kids who
ire doing other kind; of things, straight probation or incarceration
or counselingbe what have you.

That iS what we want to measure. the effectiveness against the
other kind of dispositions

Those experiments are not complete. We have some data from
those experiments, but I would rather not discuss those data until
we have them all and have had a chance to analyze them properly

We can look at several other things which will give us an indica-
tion 'as to how effective these programs can be.

One thing we lan look at' is the in-program reoffense rate By
`that I me the probability that a youth will reoffend while he is
still in e program, nominally under the supervision of the juve-
nile court.

Another thing we can look at is restitution from the standpoint
of the victim. What proportion of the victim losses can be expected
to be recovered under restitution projects?

79-489 0-81---2
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Then, the third thing is to compare restitution as a sanction
against probation which involves restitution. I think if we can
make that comparison we can get some kind of ah idea as to the
unique impact of restitution.

The 'in-program reoffense rate is, I think, pretty low. On the
average, a referral will stay in .the restitution program for 6.2
months The probability of reoffending while in the program for 6.2
months is only 8.8 percent. So, at least on the average, about 1 out
of 10 will reoffend while still in the program, and again I caution
you this is while he is under the nominal supervision of the juve-nile court.

ThP data on reoffense after they have completed the program is
what we are looking for in experimental sites. We don't have thatyet.. -

Mr CORRADA. Excuse me. You havt made reference to 8.8 per-
cent as a rate of reoffense when a youngster is still in the program.
How do you compare that to reoffense levels for straight probation
or other types of programs?

Mr SCHNEIDER Those .reoffense rates vary a lot.across different
kinds of probation programs.

My understanding is that the rate of reoffense in a restitution
project is considerably below the revocation rates of kids who are
on,straight probation.

Maybe Doug knows this. -P.

Mr. DODGE. We don't have specific data. We had some experi-
ences under previous programs involving diversion where the reof-fense rates for specific projects run around 25 percent. But , we
don't have studies directly on'point. The literature and studies are
pretty skimpy.

Mr. ObRRADA. When you say that 8.8 percent is a 'low rate, onwhat do you_base that judgment?
Mr SCHNEIDER. I. base it on the judgment of what can be expect-

ed for a juvenile under any kind of a 'disposition in a juvenile court
program. We are talking frequently, Mr. Chairman, about rates ofreoffense of up to 60 percent and more for some of the kinds of
program that juveniles are in. We are also talking about a serious
kind, of an offender. We are not talking about the first -time minor
offender here Ware talking about kids who have committed quite
a number of offenses prior to 'being admitted to this program.

Another thing I think we can look atand I am not quite sure
what the mechanism is which explains these findingsbut we have

. some data comparing kids who are on restitution as a sole sanction,
no other requirements, and kids Who are on restitution projects as
a condition of probation. These findings are straightforward, and Ithink very interesti

Across all kinds of offenders, kids who , are making restitution as
a sole sanction are oing better in terms of successfully completingthe restitution pr ect and having lower reoffense rates than kidswho are on prob ion programs where restitution is made a condi-tion of probation I find that very interesting. .

Then the last thing I want to mention -is the effectiveness of
restitution from the standpoint of the victim. Now, I think we can
assume in most cases that a victim's assessment of the effective-
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ness of a restitution program will depend upon the extent to which
he is compensated for his losses.

We have only preliminary data, and we are still working on this,
but based on data which occurred as of last month, victims can
expect to recover 87 percent of their net losses.That figure excludes
recovery from insurance and from property return.

The amount of loss that they can expect to return iraries as you
go from low losses ,to high losses. They can expect to recover up to
100 percent of losses ranging between zero and $250 and then that
amount of return, the amount of recovery. goes down as the amount
of the loss increases.

For losses of up to i1,000, they can expect to recover about 66
percent of their net loss and for losses of over $1,000, it is about 58
percent.

Again, these figures are impressive; but, I urge you to be some-
what cautious in interpreting them. These data are based only on
the cases ip whichtmonetary restitution was ordered.

In some cases, you have very high losses. We have a case in our
files in which two youths in a New England State dewiled a
freight train, and the amount of loss was $250,000. It was unrealis-
tic and perhaps unreasonable to expect these two young persons to
repay $250,000. I believe the amount they actually paid was nomi-

'nal. It was on the order, of $200 or $300. Then they worked in some
community service.

That particular loss figure is not accounted for in these statistics.
Just to sumliarize, we have looked at three things. One is, if

restitution is available''as a disposition for juvenile court judges,
will they use it? I think the record speaks for that,Judges will use
it. We also have asked if juveniles are ordered to make restitution,
can they do it? Again, I think the record speaks to that. They can
do it and do it successfully. Thir,dly, we have asked whether restitu-
tion is effective as a disposition for juvenile offenders. The ,answer
here is maybe. It might be stronger to say probably. When we get
the results from our experimental sites we will knoat a lot more
abOut that, I have resew' reports on each of the topics that I
have spoken Co as atta-clits to my,testimony and I will be glad
to answer any questions you have.

Mr. CORRADA. Thank you, Dr. Schneider.
We will now go into a questioning session for the witnesses and

will recognize Mr. Petri for questions of the witness at this time.
Mr. Pgrki. I must apologize if I ask some very basic questions,

but I can remember as a kid growing up that judges used to do this
all the time. What is the need for itthis is not something that
has never happened before.

Mr. SCHNEIDER. NQ, sir. As I mentioned,. restitution was being
used by about 90 percent of the courts prior to this initiative
coming into effect, and there was widespread support for it. 1;:tut'
the use was very predictable. It was for minor offenders, and it was

. for first-time offedders. It was most often used as loa diversion in
which the kids were given an opportunity to eithe'r go into the
restitution projector be referred to the juvenile court for adjudica-
tion and for anoth4:disposition. This initiative addresses a com-
pletely different population. This addresses the population of youth
who are. adjudicated and the restitution is then made a.sentence,

1
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not a choice that they have as an alternative to going into a
diversion program Another thing is,that it deals with a much
more serious kind oCoffender.

Mr PETRI Do you know how many are diverted from the mili-
tary service by this? That is another traditional thing that has
been done in realityat least out where I live, I think. More
serious potential offenders, first offenders, were told if they could
convince a Mtrine recruiter to take them, maybe they would not
get a criminal record, but The town didn't want them around any
more: ,

If you are just moving people from that approach to some other
program-

Mr SCHNEIDER. I and sorry. I cannot answer that. I do not know
what numbers of kids are brought in here wha otherwise might go
into :the military.

Mr PETRI Is this program a _potential program for being includ-
ed in a blbck grant in the new budget that is coming up?

Mr DODGE. The details of the new block grant program have not
yet been released It is definitely possible that the Juvenile Justice s
and Delinquency grevention Act could be included. As you know,
the major portion of the current program is a block grant program.
States are utilizing these funds for purposes they deem appropri-
ate.

In your own State of Wisconsin, restitution has been very suc-
cessful in the counties where it started out The number of counties
participating has been increased.

Other States, including South Carolina, and Iowa, are also
moving to implement statewide projects. As restitution becomes
broadly a&epted, we expect that more and more States will use
their block grant funds to continue or to,initiate restitution efforts.

Mr. PETRI. But I am just wondering if you had any initial reac-
tion to the possibility it might be included in' the block grants Do
you think that would be a good tlkhg for the program or a bad
thing? Do you 'think people, if they had the money and had the
freedom to do what they wanted with it, would expend efforts in
this sort of area or spend the money for something-tdse and not as,
much on this particular effort?

Mr DODGE. It is hard for me to respond to that question definite-
ly My hope is that because of the acceptance of restitution and
other programs now supported, the activities authorized by the
JJDP Act would be continued. I realize that there are a lot of
-demands and a lot of needs out there, but these efforts do have
pretty broad acceptance at-this time. The reason they are accepted
is because we were able to test these concepts utilizing our discre-
tionary funds.

, Mr. PETRI:Thank you.
Mr.'CORRADA. Mr. Williams?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I welcome both of you gentlemen to the hearing today.
We hear a lot in Washington these past days and weeks about

cost benefit and programs breaking even or maybe showing a little
profit at the end of the year.

I am just wondering if you have a cost beijefit study that demon-
strates the worth on that basis of your program?

a
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Mr 'SCHNEIDER I will speak first, and I think Doug might have
something to sa'y about that We do have a cost effectiveness com-
ponent as a part orthe evaluation. But we htive not had a chance
to implement that yet We did not know these hearings were going

. to be held when they are being held If we had known 'that -they
. were going to be held in March, we could have had those data

available for you It takes about .5 months to complete that kind of
study. We have the instrumentation to do it, but we don't have
that. We have not done it yet But I think that Doug has gathered
.some statistics

. Mr DODGE. We have looked at the data in a very rough way.
Looking at the seriousness of the offenses committed by individual
youngsters coming into the programs, it is fair to project te,hat 20
percent of these, 16,000 youths are prime candidates for incarcer-
ation. That is 3,200 Jueniles4who were prirhe candidates for incar-
ceration.

With on average annual cost of incarceration being approximate-
ly $24,000 using the lower figure, it would cost $76,800,000 to
incarcerate these youths for 1 year Even if we assumed that they
would only be inearcerated for the average length of participation
in the project, which is 6.2 ,months, the cost for just these 3,200
youths would be around $38,400,000. Beyond that, there is cost
benefit because of the repay ment to the victim in the community
Looking at the November data, since we cdo not yet have the
benefit of the latest report that Peter mentioned, if the value of the
performed community and direct victim service is computed on the
basis of an average minim.um wage of $3 10 per hour, the amount
paid back is $1,756,665 50

That figure is increasing all the time. I did not project out what
it would-be eventually, b the total should be substantially higher
than that. Thus, these ar cost savings rrem reduction in incarcer-
ation and payments 1-lack to the community. There are probably
additional long-term cost savings on account of the fact thatimany
of these youths do not come back through the juvenile justice
systein. We have not computed that. We hope the cost-benefit study
by the Institute for Policy Analysis. will reflect on many of these
issues.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It occurs to me that an excellent way to improve
the cost effectiveness of this program then would be to not ineor-
cerate ptime candidates' for incarceration, but simply put them in

_ the restitution program, subtract what it would have cost them to
put them in jail, where perhaps they ought to be, therefore proving
that this program is really cost beneficial, but the result on society
is thatethese people are out when they ought,to be in. Is that a..
possibility here?

In other words, if we-Ilet me put it another wayif we allow the
cost-benefit demands to control the future of these kinds of pro-
grams, then perhaps we don't jail people who ought to be jailer} 4
because it is the only way we can show thisprogram is going to
pay for itself and continue what appears to be a good'pro

Mr. DODGE. We are not driven totally by cost-benefit is s.
There certainly are some youngsters who, by virtue of,the commis-
sion of violent offenses, do not fall within this target population
They are most appropriately placed in incarcerative settings. We

I
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see from this program, however, that despite the participation of
offenders who might otherwise have been in..Tarcerated. there was
not any greater risk to spcisty.

As a matter of fact, it aippears, based onAiri,,firelittil'enary. inter--pretation of data, that there is substantiallyleis risk to society4pt
substantially less cost: Therefore, we would akkerrtheir this Is an
effective means for dealing with juvenil'e offense

Mr WILLIAMS. Do I understand that the judg e the deci-sion?
Mr DODGE That is correct. In this particular program the ,ehas the authority to impose the restitution sanction. 4t,
Mr WILLIAMS Prisons,or juvenile institutions are praegg.

bilitation. We all know that and have myriad data to'nfoNtt,,it....
Well, then, I am wondering how'it is that we rehabilitate peo

through this program instead of through that marvelous progtain
called the prison system because we are keeping them out of that
system by having them in this one. What about rehabilitation? AN..(
we unconcerned about that?

Mr DODGE. NO Rehabilitation is a primary concern of this par-a;-'4'.ticular program The process of placing young people in a restitit-
Lion setting, requiring them to come to grips with the kind of slpsglthat they have perpetrated on an individual or business,and
having them make amends for that is rehabilitative in and of itself.
Beyond that, they are provided with employment. experience -insupervised work gioups or in the private sector. The projects have a qbeen amazingly successful in obtaining private sector employment.

Many of the participants are going on to be retained in private
sector employment. There is a fair amount of evidence to suggek
that this employment experience for youth is indeed rehabilitative
and often keeps them out of further trouble.

Mr. 11,YttaxAms. A number of the States chosen, 26 States that arepart of this experiment-- -
Mr. DODGE. They were selected through a comp etitive proceSS.We went-through a two-stage application process with the 'initial

stage being concept papers or preapplications. We received 11,7;
preappliCations from throughout the country. Of that group wereqttested that, 54 submit firial applications; 43 or 44 actually sub-
mitted final applications and from that gro6p,-41 were funded., Our -selection was based upon degree of compliance with the terms and
conditions of the guidelines, which were fairly restrictive. We par-
ticularly looked' for agreements by the appropriate courts to par--ticipate in the restitution effort. There were some requirements-
that the courts found difficult at first, but as we have gone along,
the courts have seen that they can use restitution with this level of
offender effectively.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Generally what were ifie guidelines for app. lica`-:tions by the States? , e
Mr. DODGE. The guidelines applied to States.end localities. The?.

had to submit applications fri.- which they outlined clearly that they
would develop a monetary payment or community or victim service
restitution project. They .had to agree to refer a portion of their
serious offenders to the project in lieu of incarceration. They had tooutline how they would operate the project, what they would do St -terms of community serice placements, how they would get aboitt

, ,
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setting up job assistance or job, placements, and generally lay out
exactly how they were going to operate

They had to include data and statistics on the levels of juvenile
offenses in the past.

They had to provide a jildicial agreement or memorandum of
understanding, indicating that the courts understood what the pro-
ject was about and what the requirements were.'

Mr. WILLIAMS What agency of the State was the usual appli-
cant? Which agency in the State government?

Mr DODGE. It varied. In New Jersey, for example. the Office of
Administration of State Courts applied ,In Nevada and Wisconsin,
it was the Department of Human' Services In the State of Wash-
ington it was initially the Department of Human Services Later,
the State Criminal Justice Council became the applicant and man-
aged that particular effort

Mr WItLIAMS. I note that five initial awards were discontinued.
What was the reason for that, Mr. Sqhneider?

Mr SCHNEIDER. I think that Mr Dodge is the person to aSk about
that.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Dodge.
Mr DonGE.c:One project withdrew because they had misunder-

stood the criteria on referrals and the alternative to incarceration
requirements. They interpreted the laws of the States to prohibit
their participation.

Four of them were eliminated from third-year consideration be-
cause of circumstances in their jurisdiction. They, did not have the
number of referrals to makothe program cost effective for them to
participate or they were not effectively managing their projects.
We did not permit them to go on to the third yew.

In addition to the five that I have mentioned, in one of the State
pro is we eliminated 17 of the 19 counties because of a failure to
me t the goals and objectives that. they themselves set out in their
application.

Mr WILLIAMS. Were therf awards then being made to replace
the five discontinuedpplicthits?

Mr. DODGE. We do not anticipatk that at this time.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Do you anticipate'adding,any States?
Mr. DODGE. Not at this time. We have invested a total of almost

$23 million iT4,11is effort Before we plan for the future, we get
more informition from the evaluation about the effectiveness of
restitution for specific offenders. We need to look at the specific
settings and characteristics of projects that make them most suc-'
cessfuL Then we hope to move toward replication of successes' in
other States or localities.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Have you considered sharing appropriate informa-
tion with States to allow those States that will to replicate the
effort on their own without joining this program or requesting any
of your funds?

Mr. DODGE. Yes, Congregsman Williams. We h
process right now. Our technical assistance contraajlla

very active
, the Nation-

al Office of Social Responsiblity, is involved in providing technical
assistame to, States. TheAtave promided assistance in South Caroli-
na, Iowa, and numerous other jurisdictions. They hav4Ideveldped
manuals about the implementtation of 'restitution projects They

,
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have become highly skilled in helping States conceptualize restitu-
tion and implement that conceptualization.

I have worked closely with the NOSR staff to discuss effective
o assistance We are all available, to help in any,, way .a State or

locality that isgiJatere'seed'in initiating and operating.a restitutlft
project.

Mr SCHNEIDER I would like to point out it has not been men-
tioned today that in addition to the restitution projects that have
been funded by this initiative since it has gone into effect, there
haVe been, I think19 new restitution projects that have come into
existence in the State of Wisconsin, and I believe 14 or 15 new
restitution projects that came into existence in the State-of Minne-
sota.4

Each of those States has more than half of its counties with
active restitution projectS.-

Mr. WILLIAMS. Outside of your program
Mr SCHNEIDER. Outside of the initiative.; The Stat of North

Carolina, in Raleigh, N C , has a restitution project- In South Caro-
lina, there has been legislation introduced, which, I believe, will
resuitin the sponsorship of the statewide restitutiOrrproject..there.
That is outside the initiative.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CORRADA. Thank you,Mr. Williams.
Let me ask you, when these youngsters who went to`tkese resti-

tution programs came /before the judge, which were the .options
that the judge had in addition to sending these youngsters to this
program?

Mr_ DODGE Th4re are a tnyfiad of options available to the court.
In some jurisdiction's the cowt can divert a child without enter-

ing any kind of a delinquency finding. In other instances, if they
make a delinquency finding, the youth can be placed on probation.
The offenders can be given a suspended commitment. They can be
committed to a mental institution, if there is a history of mental
difficulties. They can be committed to the Division of Youth 6erv-
ices -It is that agency, in those jurisdictions which have no control
over placement options, that would determine whether or.not th
youth is placed in a secure facility.

Some judge/ have authority to make specific commitments to a
specific, sem', facility; as in the cpse of Pennsylvania. There are
several options the court has available.

Mr. CORRADA. Is there a way to determine where the youngsters
that participated in these projects would have gone in terms of
action taken by the juvenile judges had this program not existed?

Mr SCHNEIDER In each experiment site we have a control group.
In all eight, except in Clayton County, Ga, outside of Atlanta and
in Oklahoma City, there, is a control group in which kids who are
not going through the restitution project receive whatever, disposi-
tion they would have received if the restitution project had not
been in existence.

In other words, these kids will be processed just as they world
have been had th'efe been no restitution project at all. So we can
look at what happened to the kids in that control .group and that
will tell us exactly what would have happened to the kids in the
restitution groups if the restitution project had not been there.
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Also, we can look at two kinds of data. seriousness of the o'11 nse
and the offender We can look at that information and make infer-
enceo from that as to hat would likely happen to those youths.

As I mentioned, 11 percent of all those in the initiative had three
or more prior offenses and had committed offenses which the uni-
form crime report labels very serious property or very serious
personal' offen.4es TheiN is a reasonable expectation that those
youths would have been committed to a facilitiy or placed under a
stringent ,form of probation.

Mr CORRADA Would you be able to conclude, based on the point
which you have 'reached in evaluating this program, how these
youngsters w'ho were referred to the restitution programs fared in
terms of their rehabilitation vis-a-vis those who did nut participate
in the program, who instead just followed the regular probation
program or of the other options available to the judges?,'

Mr SCHNEIDER If you would give us just a few more months, we
will have that data for you.

Again, that is-the data which is coming out of the experimental
site.

In each one of those sites we are following the youth, in both
expdriment and control groups, up to 18 months We are looking
not only at the extent of their reoffense, primary recidivism data,
but we are also looking at the attitudes the. youth have 'aftee
completing their respective dispositions and the attitude of the
victim We will have that information for you in just a few months.

Mr CORRADA I believe of cobirse it would be very important to be
able to carry on that evaluation to the point of determining reha-
bilitativt qualities of this program Enough has already been in-
vested to justify going through with that effort and particularly
because so far from what we have heard and seen today, the
results of the program appear to be quite encouraging. It would be
worthwhile to follow through with a full evaluation, as Mr. Wil-
liams suggested before, seeing to it that whatever information is-
developed from these evaltiations is shared with the State agebcies
involved in juvenile justice and crime delinquency prevention ef-
forts.

Let. me ask Mr Dodge. On page 5. of your testimony, you made
reference to some'figuWes You indicated that 78.7 percent of the
youth referred are successfully completing their original or adjust-
ed restitution' orders and that completion rate would go, up to 87
percent if project ineligibles are remolfitd from consideration.

What do you mean by project ineligibles?
Mr DODGE. Mr Chairman, in' some of the projects, the intake

occurs before the actual determination and order of restitution is
issued In 4orne instances, a youth coming into a project may not
clear the initial screening. In other cases, the victim may not be
known, the victim may refuse to participate, or, for some other
reason, the youth does not receive an order of restitution. An
intake forip has been filed on those youth. They go to IPA so they
are included in the statistics of that particular jurisdiction as an
intake.

However, no restitu- tion has been ordered and'there has been no
failure on the part of that ,youth to participate. Then those youth



for- whom an intake has o curred.
,

but Iv ho have nut received a
restitution order, are the p oject ineligibles

Of the youth that act Ily have received restitution orders. ap-
. proximately 88 percent a successful in completing their .original

or adjusted order ,
Mr CORRADA At what point in the process is the sclecistorigmade

about Iestitution? Is this at a *hearingbefore the juvenile court
judge or at some other point' When is that critical decision made'

Mr DODGE The critical decision arr restitution is made after the
youth has gone through a fact-fintling hearing and the court is .
determining what, rf any, sanction it is going to impose upon the
youth.

.
.

In many of the projects, a presentence screening process occurs
At that point it is de rmined wl4her restitution is appropriate'

,, for 'a youth, as well appropriate amounts. That material is.
'Presented to the judge t a dispositioln hearing. 'Sometitnes there is
a h tug between the actual factfinding hearing and disposition. In
other

.
ri
,

ctions, there is not and it is at the criti disposition
point th judge enters an order. A

rMr' COR DA. So those who go to this respution program, do go
as a resulCo c ders in most of the, cases or orders entered by the
pertinent author in the State. i

Mr: DODGE That correct.
Mr CORRADA. Now, n a young person choose,not to participate

in t is kind of a progin, or is participation voluntary? Is the
participation fully depen..41enton that decision or A the deterrnina-

,4
.

tion by the judge or the rettint'authprity? ..
. .

Mr DODGE. Mr. Chairman,- rrtZ roust jurisdictions, it is not a
voluntary de sion. _.,.-

One jurisd tion, the Dist f COl-...urt5ia, has imple4'me,pted a
voluntary de isionmaking roc ss. The'Siouth can choose not to
participat Then he or s e is to kbe other dispositions
availabl to the court. Wye from the data tha c'-very few youth
are refusing to do that, in the range of out 5 pe'ne t.'

Mr ,CORRADA How and% by wham i th;e4ikermi ation made in
terms of how much restitution is t be paid or what form that:
restitution will take?* ..

Mr DODGE Th4 is ade by the judge based upon recommenda-
tions of the project nd,'or probation staff contained in presentQnce
reports. ..

Mr CORRADA To what ektent is the youngster nvolved in the,
process of making that detezmination by t1

Mr. DODGE' It varies as to how the yo ecomes involved. The
4 youth are generally involved Kone way. or another. In some proj-

ects there is mediation between the victim and the%offehder. The
youth's lawyer may be nvolv'ed in actual face-to-face discussions, if
the Victim c ses, to determine the level of restitution.

The youth a ays represented. by a lawyer at the disposi-
.tional hearings, a lawyer able to address the level of loss or the
kind of tcommunity service. The project staff work with the youth
in the screenin rocess to help develop restitution recommenda-
tions. You( th'are th vblyed in that decisionmaking.

7.
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Mr. CORRADA. Dr. Schneider, which of the various models of
restitution programs you have evaluated or examined seems to
work the best?

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Well, again if I had known you were going to ask
`me that lasL week, I could have been here with that kind of
'information. I tried to' anticipate your questions as best I possibly
could and I did not anticipate that one. We are collecting data on
the organization of restitution projects and, in fact, we have collect-
ed that data twice to make sure that it is accurate. We have not
yet analyied our data with any different kind of restitution project.

, I am sorry I really cannot answer that.
Mr CoaRADA, We are looking forward, of course, to your supply-

ing that information to the subcommittee as soon as it is available,
and you have finished your evaluation. Maybe my second question
will also fall in this category.

Mr. SCHNEIDER. I hope not.
Mr CORRADA, If you were' asked to assign the single best restitu-

tion program you could, based on your survey, what would it look
like? Would you have an idea at this time?

Mr SCHNEIDER. That is an excellent question. It is very difficult.
,,There is a tremendous variety-of restitution programs out there.
There are 85 different projects, and I would say that even in the
statewide projeCts which have been implemented by a single
agency, there is variation. It seems likewell, I hesitate to say.
Based on the experience that I have, which is not reflected in our
data, but on the experience of visiting a lot of the projects and
talking with the project directors and talking with judges, and I
have spent quite a bit of time talking with members of the Nation-
al Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, and it 'seems as if
the major ingredient isas judge who is-willing to use restitution and
to use it for a wide range of offenders, and the existence of the
resources in that project for insuring that every, youth referre o
it has an opportunity to carry out the requirements of the res u-
tion order Those seem to be the major ingredients rather than the
design of the project itself, but we will, have more information on
that at a future point. ..

. .
Mr Coag,ADA. We know, of course, from general experience that

'--en' of the problems associated with juvenile delinquency relates to
the fact of unemployment, not having a job and so on.

c-Do you have any data on whether, youngsters can find jobs with
greater ease after being in a restitution program than the average
youngster who is in another program, such as probation?

Mr SCHNEIDER. We have no comparative data, but we do have
some information about. the proportion of youth' who are continu-
ing to work after they have completed their restitution reqUire-
ments and the restitution program. .

This information is contained in a table which is hi the monthly
evaluation report for February 1981, and incidentally we have
issued one each month the past 2 years.

Because of a shoftfall in our funding, we are going to have to
limit the number of reports we are going to be doing in the future
to one every other month. We have been putting one out each
month There is a-table which is entitled "Status of Youth," at case
closure, table 10, a monthly evaluation report. That table details

( .
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the condition of the youth after they havescompleted the restitu-
tion requirement.

About 30 percent do not have jobs; but do not want jobs. There is
about another. 25 percent who do not have jobs, but want jobs and
there is another approximately 28 to 29 percent that are continu-
ing to work. The remainder fall into a category which we define as
other residual category. They are not working for a variety of
reasons, but it looks as if more than half of the youth would be
able to continue in their positions if they wanted to.

Mr. CORRADA. I do not have any further questions at this time.
The subcommittee would like to express its appreciation both to
Mr. Dodge and Dr. Schneider for their testimony today, which will
prove to be very informative and helpful to us.

Thank you very much. We appreciate your appearin4efore us
today.

The next witness will be Dennis Maloney, juvenile restitution
project manager. He works with the Division of Community Serv-
ices, Bureau of Children, Youth and Families in Madison, Wis.

Mr. Maloney, we welcome you to this hearing, and we ask you to
please proceed with your testimony.

[Prepared testimony of Dennis Maloney follows]

PREPARED TESTIMONY Q1'ENNIS MALONEY. JUN ENILE RESTITUTION PROJECT MAN-
AGER, DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES, BUREAL FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND
FAMILIES, MADISON, WIS

The Wisconsin Juvenile Restitution Project is administered by the Wisconsin
Department of Health and Social Services in the Division of Community Services,
Bureau for Children, Youth and Families There are twelve juvenile court jurisdic-
tions participating in the project, The participating jurisdictions are spread across
the state and represent urban, suburban, rural and,tribal demographic areas They
are Ashland County, Chippewa County, Douglas County, Eau Claire County, Fond
du Lac County, the City of Green Bay, Kenosha County, Marathon County, Meno-
minee Tribal Court, Outagamie Youth Services, Racine County and Rock County

The primar),_ objectives of the project are to (1J hold juvenile offenders account-
able for delinquent acts, i2i reduce recidivism levels of participating offenders,.A31
insure compensation for victims of juvenile offenses, l4l improve the image of the
juvenile justice system, and (51 provide an effective means of treating juvenile
offenders within the community

The project is staffed by one central office manager, one central officeadministra-
tive assistant and a total of fourteen local program staff for all twelve jurisdictions
The project benefits from a training and technical assistance contract with the
University of Wisconsin-Extension Criminal Justice Institute and an evaluation
contract with Carkhuff and Associates In addition the Division of Community
Services Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Consultants provide legal and juvenile
justice system consultation Due to the limited staffing resources of the program the
local staff have had to rely un the involvement, cooperation and assistance from the
participating juvenile court jurisdictions. Without exception such cooperation has
been provided.

Thafstatewide project has an annual budget of approximately 6-150,000 including
techhical assistance and evaluation costs 'The local projects range in cost from
$16,000 to $66,000.

PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS 1,

Restitution completion
The Project has worked with 803 juvenile offenders Of, these 484 have already

completed restitution The court ordered amount of financial restitution has recent
ly surpassed $200,000 of which $103,000 has been paid. In addition 4,907 hours of
community service has been provided while 554 hours of victim service has been
fulfilled a recent interim evaluation report illustrated that 85 percent of the par-
ticipant youth fulfill their obligation on schedule

0 r)
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Seriousness level of participants
OJJDP designed the rational restitution initiative to work with serious juvenile

offenders in threat of incarceration The Wisconsin Project has worked with
ofenders representing the following levels of seriousness

Penent

Victimless....,.... . 1

Minor offenses .... . ..... 1

Minor property .... 3
Minor personal . . 1

Moderate property 24
Serious property... 38
Very Serious property 26
Serious personal .
Very serious personal . ..... 2

As is illustrated the majority of offenders fall within the Senous Property to Very .

Serious Property categories The average number of prior delinquent offenses is 3
percent
Reduction in incarceration rates.

The State of Wisconsin in involved in a major deinstitutionalization effort The
state has adopted a new children's code which places more restrictions on placement
of juvenile offenders in correctional facilities

In addition the state has launched a community based alternative effort entitled
Youth and Family Aids that provides counties with the option to develop local
programs or purchase state correctional services The jurisdictions participating in
the Restitution Project have reduced their incarceration placements from a total of
242 in the year prior to initiation of the. projects to 148 during the first year of the
program In addition the Rock County program has accepted referral of nine juve-
niles who were petitioned for waiver to adult court and were in definite threat of
placement in adult facilities To date not one of the offenders has been incarcerated
in an adult or juvenile correctional facility.
Statue at case closure

Over 80 percent of the youth are living with their family at case,closure while 13
percent have been placed in non-secure settings and only, 3 percent have been
committed to secure facilities The percentage of youth who have committed subse-
quent offenses during project participation is 7.31 percent

The evaluation illustrates that 37 percent of the youth maintain their employ-
ment after case closure.
System impact

The Restitution Project has provided Wisconsin the framework for testing a skills
based model for treating juvenile delinquents within their home community This
skills based approach reduces the occurance of subjective assessments,. irrelevant
and inapplicable dispositions, unnecessary incarceration and long lasting negative
labeling. Instead a skill based program provides juvenile court systems with the
capability to complete valuable and strength seeking assessments, carry out practic-
cal and useful dispositions, maintain and strengthen family situations and initiate
positive community labeling and expectations. Seventeen additional counties have
decided to initiate juvenile restitution programs under the new Youth and Family
Aids programs. In all Wisconsin now has over 30 formal programs.
Cost effectiveness

The average county cost per client in the juvenile restitution project is $623. This
compares to average annual cost of $22,000 for institutions, $14,900 for group home
care and $4,500 for foster care.

STATEMENT OF DENNIS MALONEY, JUVENILE RESTITUTION
PROJECT MANAGER, DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES,
BUREAU FOR CHILDREN, 'YOUTH AND FAMILIES, MADISON,
WIS.

Mr. MALONEY. Thank yon, Mr. Chaiirman.
1, too, would like to thank the committee for allowing the State

of Wisconsin to have an opportunity to provjde some program
highlights. I have put together a statement. I Would thin would



26

prefer to stay away from that as much as possible and perhaps get
at the essence of the program -

I have worked in the Wisconsin juvenile justice system for nearly
14 years, Wisconsin and Minnesota for two sears during that time.

I have had a chance to witness the arrival and departure of
many trends. My current situation is that I am working with the
restitution project in the State.

What I would like to do is feed you some impacts about the
progr`am, talk about some specific occurrences that are going on in
two of our counties and again' pinpoint .the essence of the program.

The Wisconsin program is administered by the Department of
Health and Social Services. We are currently operating in 12 juve-
nile court jurisdictions The juvenile court jurisdictions range from
urban, suburban, rural to one tribal reservation, the Menominee
Indian tribe reservation in Wisconsin.

Our primary objectives are to hold the offenders accountable for
their acts, reduce the recidivism levels, insure compensation for the
victims of the offenses and improve the image of the system and
provide an effectivemeans of treating juvenile offenders within the
community.

I think with the large scope of the program we are rather sparse-
ly staffed in that we have one central office manager, a central
office administrative assistant and a total of 14 staff in all 12
jurisdictions.

We benefit greatly from a training and technical assistance con-
tract with our university and a process and impact evaluation with
Carkhuff and Associates.

Due to the sparseriess of the staffing across. the State, we have to
rely heavily on'the juvenile court systems. I recall when I was sent
out on a round-robin tour to .meet with judges to explain why they
would be interested in starting a restitution project. I met with
approximately 25 judges and got very similar responses. They were
interested in starting a formal project, because oftentimes it ap-
peared that restitution sentences fell on deaf ears.

As a result of that, victims' frustration levels there rising. The
community was showing great dissatisfaction with the power of the
court. Finally, they mentioned they feared that the attitude about
the juvenile justice system hit the streets, and the kids were in fact
affected by that, too,. The word had generally gotten out on the

streets that if you are ordered; go along if you like, but nobody is
going to follow through on it. -

They were very interested in somebody providing formal fol-
lowthrough. We have received great cooperation with the judges.

Personally I try to work with the courts as closely as I can. Our
total budget is $450,000 including technical assistance,and evalua-
tion costs.

The local- projects range from $16;000 to $66,000.
As far as project highlights, we have had_ roughly 800 offenders

go tlirough the program. The court ordered' amount of restitution
surpassed $100,000. I zn pleased to inform_ you we recently stir
passed a major milestone. the kids themselves paid $103,000 in
restitution. They have had nearly 5,000-fiours of community service
And 500 hours of victim service.
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Our successful completion 'rate is 85 percent. The majority of our
kids are serious property to very serious property offenderS. Our
average number of priors is three. As far as reduction in incarcer-
ation, the State of Wisconsin is involved in a very assertive cam-
paign to serve juvenile offender's as effectively as possible within
the community while protecting the best interests of the public We
have had a new children's code come into effect, and the youth and
family aid programs that provide communities with the opportunk
ty to deyelop local programs instead of having to send inappropri-

- ate referrals to correctional facilities.
A question was asked, and I would like to inadvertently respond

' to that Are we diverting kids from juvenile facilities who would
need it? I would submit I do not think we are. We are getting down
to the more appropriate referral We had a study done in our State
that discovered that for nearly half of the kids who ended up in the
correctional facilities, it was their first out-of-home placement
when supposedly many of the people in it were those who had
exhpusted all other resources.

So, I think we are reaching a more appropriate population now.'
With these two impetuses and the restitution program providing
the framework for the alternatives, the counties participating in
our program the year prior to the program had 242 kids placed in
corrections. =

After the first yeaf of the program, that amount was reduced
down to'148.

I would again submit that 148 are appropriate referrals to- correc-
tional, facilities, but that somebody in the community, hopefully the
restitution program in many instance has reached many of the
kids who in fact did not need juvenile cIrrectional facilities.

As far as systenis impact, we have made a major commitment
again to community-based resources.

Our restitution programs shade provided us the framework to
gear our juvenile justice system more toward a skilled-based ap-
proach than what I would term a subjective assessment, moral
questioning approach. that involves utilizing dispositions that are"
not very applicable to the youth currently or in the future.

In Wisconsin we started the restitution program with the OJJDP
fund We have now started 18 additional programs with State
funding.

The youth and family aid program involves $14 million per year
of State money, non-Federal source moneyaimed at helping com-
munities to develop alternatives to cortections.

A question also was asked about, how does this compare with
alternative cost? Our actual 'cost per client is $623. Our institution-
al costs in the State are $22,000. Group homes cost roughly $15,000
and fogter care $4,500.

Just briefly I would like to touch on two cou nties in the State, to
give you a local perspective of what is going oti. In Rock County
they have made a very powerful commitment to the program. The
judge there has in fact worked with nine kids who everybody in the,
system had put together a blue slip on. What that means is you
would be waived to adult court and sent to an adult facility. Of
those nine; the judge denied waiver over the kids' and put them

.?'t,
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into the restitution program. To date, not une of the kids has either
ended up in an adult facility or juvenile facility.

In addition, they have had 17 who were petitioned to be placed in
juvenile facilities and who were allowed to remain in the communi-
ty and successfully complete the restitution. The other county is
the Menominee Tribe court. The Menominee Indian Reservation is
our most active program. They have had 111 kids go through the
program and with this,and other resources have been able to cut
their incarceration in half. Judge Louie Hoptos, who often shares

/ podiums with me at training sessions and statewide conferences,
has set a future goal to alloW children to remain in the community
if at all poseible.

They have a. community board there that has worked since the
beginning of the program to supervise the staff of the program and
provide advice and input to how the kids are dealt with withiri the
program. They have examined cominunify needs and designed a
program that meets those needs.

The Menominee tribal court works with kids and oftentimes
orders restitution for them to spend x amount or hours with elders
in the community, requiring or maintaining their homes to allow
the elderly people in the community to remain in their homes. The
kids are also involved in a large-scale energy program where they
chop wood or provide other energy-efficient services to elderly
homeowners to help them stay in their home in the community.

The essence of the program, 'again, concentrates on skills. I think
in the past much of our juvenile justice system was subjective. It
went from one culture to Inother. It was oftentimes sexist in that
female offenders were vulnerable for more serious reactions than
male offenders,We'refor less serious crime. Oftentimes if you look
at dispositionsqn the past, they were incapable. They often state,
"Don't hang with these kids. Don't miss your curfew violations.
Don't miss school."

Very often that type of digposition is inapplicable. Restitution is
goal oriented, Complete this by then, pick up these skills so you
can secure employment and make sure that you resolve the offense
with your victim, It is more goal oriented. . \...,

Also, in the pdst with the way- we, dealt with kids when restitu-
tion was not ordered was that the offense was unresolved. Victims
were, angry. Communities were angry and oftentimes frustrated
with both the kids -and the court system. Today when kids can
complete their restitution, that anger .gets to be resolved and in
fact many of the victims in our State are actually providing work-
sites for the kids and in many instances act as the best references
for

As
kids.

As far as systems benefits, if is tangible...It is more realistic. Staff
can talk about, "I am working with a kid who is 75 percent on his
way'to reaching his goal," or 50 percent or whateyer, rather than,
"I still have John or Mary for 4 more months of supervision."

As far as community benefits; we have seen increased satisfac-
tion with the system. We have taken 'polls of opinion leaders and
victims, and there definitely is a growing trend with an Increased
amount of satisfaction with our juvenile justice system in the
State.
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In closing, f would just like to ,make one comment that perhaps
my colleagues could not have made. I really feel there is need for a
national impetus or conscience in this area. I think thht Wisconsin
is achieving many positive changes in, our juvenile justice system.
We have had the children's code, the youth age, the restitution. If
you look at every one of those major initiatives going on iii the
State, you will find the Office of 'juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention at the root. I km talking about more than just money.As I mentioned, we are now pouring in $14 million of State
money into these initiatives. I fear that without the leadership wewill once again wander dangerously.

There is an old saying, if you don't knoNV where you are going,
any road will get you there.

I fear that if we lose the conscience and the impetus, that that is
what 'wi,11 happen in many of our local juVenile court jurisdictions.

. The most obvious example in my mind is when the restitution
guidelines were announced I stood nose to nose with Doug Dodge,
or rather perhaps chin to foreheqd, affd argued over the restric-
tions of the guidelines. I felt that they were asking us to work with
much too serious a probation, that chances of success would not be
possible. Dodge and OJJDP stood film. We agreed to follow otherguidelines.

I can tell you this, if they had not stood firm, we would have
worked with a less serious population. We would not have achieved
the results I mentioned in reduction in incarceration and we mightin fact have widened the meaning if we were willing to work with
less serious offenders. We could have pulled more kids in the
system than need to be pulled in.

I thought in all due respect for the office and for the benefits wehai7e received in our State, I would like to mention that.
Thank. you.
Mr. CORRADA. Thank you, Mr. Maloney, for yoZir testimony.
Would you repeat for the record the average county cost perclient in the juvenilMwtitution project? -
Mr. MALONEY. It 0613, sir.
Mr. CORRADA. What Criteria are used in your program to select

juveniles for the restitution program?
Mr. MALONEY. The first criteria is there has to be clearcut evi-

dence that in fact the juvenile did commit the offense. The second
criteria is that the youth be an adjudicated delinquent, and therehas been a factfinding or voluntary counsel plea of the offense. Thethird criteria is they be more serious offenders. My feeling is kids'do not need a whole 9 yards of a system to pay of a $30 or $40
offense. _So we are trying to reach more serious offenders, and ruleone is the skids have to' volunteet to parta,ke in the program.

Mr. CORRADA. If the youth does not agree to the restitution
prograrri, then other alternatives would be chosen?

Mr. MALONEY. Yes. That does not mean it could not be court
ordered. The court will order it, but we put, the question to the
kids. Is that what you choose to do? -

Mr.CORRADA. What do the juvenile Court judges iri Wisc,onsinthink about the restitution program when you have had the occa-sion of discussing this with them?

79-489 0-81 ---3
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Mr. MALONEY. I think quite frankly they are delighted. In some
of the counties they consider themselves project directors We have
a couple of councils where they still sign tjke form where it says
project director. So they have taken on a lot of ownersTiip in the
program. Again, as I mentioned, we are achieving impacts with
community attitudes so they are beginning to sense their court
systeMs in better light, and in fact, when courts order a child, then
it means business. It is not a milktoast order.

Mr. CORRADA. Have you haftny contacts with the victims in
terms of ,how they feel about this restitution program, and have

--you been able to ascertain their attitude toward the program, vis-a
vis a-victim of juvenile delinquency who does not receive any kind.'
of restitution because the youngster goes on to some other way of
being punished?

.$ Mr. MALONEY. Yes, sir. Just briefly, there is a commdn attitude
we find in the State that victims feel it has gotten so bad they do
not expect restitution anymore.'As soon as they hear the offender
was a juvenile, they say, "Well, it wasza juvenile offense and I an
not going to get compensated." It take's our court process an aver-
age of 120 days between offense and referral to the program, so
thg,ts,a.high level of frustration that develops between the time
of the- offense and the time victims first get a call from the restitu-

4 tion staff saying that the youth offender was referred to them.
So the results of the survey show that that frustration rises as

soon as they get an emphatic response from somlbody in the
system saying, "We are going to work at resolving this offense,"
that the frustration begins to decline. In those cases that nre
successfully completed, their attitudes toward the kid and the jus-
tice system increase again significantly.

So, it is like a rising and failing graph as far as their attitudes
and emotions. As far as the ones who are uncompensated, I am-3
sure they still remain frustrated.

Mr. CORRADA. Based 3n your experience, is ther ything you
would like to do differently regarding your invo ve ent in the
restitution program of the OJJDP? Any recommendati s you may
have as to how could this be improved?
).Mr. MALONEY. Well, I think the research we hate seen both

through our program and some national studies that have heen
carried on showed the best way to predict success with the program
is the personal level of skills of the staff because kids will only
approach those skill levelS. If the staff are low skilled, then the
kids will also approach a low-skilled staff, meaning kids can
become better or worse for having been involved in our program.

If I could .hav,e done anything better with the program, L would
have liked to have seen through OJJDP that skill training and a
real emphasis on programmatic skills be offered to our project staff
rather than having to necessarily, go through the grant guideline
management and that type of thing; riot that we have not gotten it,
but I think skill training is the kind of thing you just cannot get
enough of. So I would have asked for more of that.

Mr., CORRADA. Based on your experience, and if you were to
assign a restitution program that would be, effective, how would
yon do.it?
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Mr MALONEY. I -would locate as.closely- to the court as poSsible,
becauSe I think_there-is the

.to
authority that comes with thecourt that is veryittifacsilt_fo niaIntain.when__you get outside the

o parameterslof the calttt..r- it -is important for both the 'W-and the parent to 1u-fowl:hat there is an obligation, and
fulfilled by one means or another: That .is the first thing I
do. -

. Second, I would concentrate more on objective assess,rnAt of the
kids, basically what- are their living, learn-mg, and_ working skills
currently, and where do they need skills ip, order- to .fulfill this
restitution obligation.

Once the obligation has become completed, then -.I would like tosee a systems reenforcement of the kids, reenforcing kids for
having successfully completed the restitution program and even' actizlg perhaps as a reference, for future- employment of the young:ster.

The outcome is to have a permanent employmentImeaning we' have sent them on. They have completed their. obligation. They
have compensated their victim. They have got a positive labelrather than a'negative one, and we can send them on the way with

\employment and skills they need to stay away from further crime.
Mr CORRADA. The Chair will now..recognize Mr. Williknis for

questions of.this witness.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you; Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Maloney, do you use both monetary restitution and comma-nity service and direct service to the victims?
Mr. MALONE.Y. Yes.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Which is most common?
Mr. MALONEY. Monetary.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Do you set up the procedures by which the--person

raises the money? 41
Mr. MALONEY. You mean the young person?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Mr. MALONEY. Yes; they are provided, first of all, with training

on the job'seeking skills qn how to secure employment'.
If at all possible, our highest priority is unsubsidized employ-

ment. They are coached on how to secure that employment and
- given time to do that. If they are not Able to secure that employ,-

ment, then we Al assist them in some means with a subsidization.In the private sector we subsidize up to 50 percent to the privatebilsiness sector, not a written commitment with. the-hope that the
private business sector will maintain employment of the youthafter they have completed the restitution.'

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is there money in the program to provide for the
subsidization?

Mr. MALONEY. Yes.
Mr..WILLIAMS. You do not have to go outside to a CETA program

or some such program?
Mt. MALONEY. No; although whenever CETA is possible we willplug into them as much as possible, because the CETA programhas gotten' to the stage where they not only offer job employment,

but job training, and job skills, working skills. I think that is anoptimum way to go.

L.)



3

Mr. WILLIAMS. d I tindersta that in working with the Indian
young people o r near the re rvationwhat Nrkeservation is that'

Mr. MALONEY. Menominee T ibe Reservation.
Mr. WILLIAMS. That the i arceration rate has been cut in half?
Mr. MALONEY. Yes.
M.T. WILLIAMS. But yotf/indicated that those young people who

should be institutionalized are institutionalized rather than
brought into this program?

Mr. MALONEY. Right.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Does that tell us that previous to' this program

half of the people on that reservation That' were being incarcerated
should not have been?

Mr. MALONEY. I will be candid. 'I will, say that that is, true.
Mr. WILLIAMS. How much does it .cost, again to incarcerate a

young person?
Mr. MALONEY. $22,000.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Do you know how many young people in a year

how-niany Indian young people off this reservation are placed in a
juvenile detention facility?

Mr. MALONEY. Yes.
Mr. WILLIAMS. How many?
Mr. MALONEY. Currently before the program, 23 were placed.

After the initial program it was down to 14. One thing I want to
clarify is Judge Hopatos has got a general philosophy of keeping
the kids on th.e. reservation as much as possible. We are 'one of the
resources he uses. When he has used the podium he has said quite
frankly they do not have a lot of resources on the reservation. They
have relied heavily on the restitution program to provide them
with one of their key resources for keeping kids in the community.

One of the things we are working on with them .currerttly is a
youth planning management and employment corporation whereby
the,. kid will be able to. use the waste products from the 'timber
industry which is the largest industry-on the reservation, to pro-
vide a product, because his concern was that with employment aS
bleak as it is on the reservation, restitution is one of the only
means to get the type of, job training and skills that we offer and
meaningful employment.

The current plan on 1Vhich Judge Hopatos is working very ag-
gressively is to develop a corporation, a private business operation,
where the kids actually act in monagement and einployment capac-
ities so that you do not have to-t ecessarily get into trouble to have
a decent job on the reservation.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The judge has obviously tried to fiiid other ways
than institutionalization to deal with crime and yei.you indicate
frankly that perhaps half of those who are sent to juvenile facili-
ties in the past ought not have been so sent.

Mr. MALONEY. Right. I would be willing to make that statement,
sir. I have had a chance. to meet many of the kids, not only on the -
reservation, but in the Rock County program, kid ,ha were defit
nitely scheduled to go on and sit in,adult facilities where they
would have been-vulnerable for increased chance of suicide, sexual,
assault, and all the other nasty things I think can happen to .

and 17-year-old kids in those kinds of institutions, that tho§e kids
who made it have in many ways demonstrated they did riot need'
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those facilities, that they needed an opportunity to demonstrate
that they could make it in the community.

I would like to think that in many cases the restitution can
provide both the opportunity and the skills they need to remain
within the community.

Mr. WILLams. In Wisconsin was there a juvenile restitution
project, or was this procedure being utilized previous to the enact-
ment of this act?

Mr MALONEY.Ve had four or five formal restitution programs
in the State before the initiative As I mentioned, now we have ,)
surpassed 30 in the State. Judge Calla, who is on our supreme
court, started one of the first restitution programs in Wakashaw
County, and many of the programs have been modeled after his
project.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairma'n.
Mr ,CORRADA We will now recognize staff on behalf of the 'rank-

ing minorieymember to ask questions, if any.
Mr. DEAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I just have a couple of quegtions.
On page 2 of your statement, 'You mentioned _that OJJDP has

designed the restitution initiative to work with serious juvenile
offenders in threat of incarceration. You mentioned that one of the
criteria for identifying those juveniles to go into the project is that
they volunteer for it, and I wonder whether they really have a
choice, given that the alternative may be placement in a secure
facility.

Mr MALONEY. Well, my response would be that in our State, in
our children's code, if the youth is defined and first of all he did
not commit the act, he is entitled to a factfinding here. Second, if
he is arguing about the amount of responsibility, because if we are
having one problem with the projects, oftentimes victims inflate
their loss and they can have an offense and all of a sudden losses
for the last 4 years will end up on that loss list, that if a juvenile is
really arguing about that amount, by law.he is entitled to another
hearing.

So our feeling is if the juvenile who is supposed to be coming on
the prograM is saying that I did not commit the offense, or second,
I did commit it but I am responsible for $100, not $2,009 of the loss,
and I refuse to participate in the program, then we will not accept
that referral, because you are taking on a kid fdr whom there is a
grealer increase that he is going to defy whatever is offered to him
and % most likely going to fail within the program.

'MT DEAN, You mentioned that some of your program partici-
pants went into CETA positions. In terms of your overall oper-
ations, did you tap into any other sources of Federai funds other
than the juvenile justice money and, I guess, indirectly the CETAP'moneys?

Mr. MALONEY. Currently we are working with the ACTION
office The ACTION office has developed a program where retitled
citizen volunteers are provided with resources to supervise young
people, and we are going to attempt to develop a program in the
State where we will have the unique expertise of retired business-
men working as job coaches and parent relationships with the kids.
That is)the one Federal program that comes to my mind.

4
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Mr. DEAN. I guess another question would be the number of
offenses of the program ft rticipants, whether the rates of compl
tion of restitution vary with the seriousness of offense to t poirrt
that it would be very low for, say, a serious, personal offense in
contrast with the ones with minor victimless offenses.

Mr. MALONEY. Our evaluation with the Carkhuff firm and it
surprised me too, because I thought the more 'serious the offense
the less likelihood of success. We found that seriousness level is not
an indicator of successful completion of a program.

Mr. DEAN. On page 3 of your statement you mentioned that the
percentage of youth who have committed subsequent offenses
during project participation is 7.31 percent. I was wondering what
the nature of those offenses are, and if you could characterize it?

Mr. MALONEY. The highest number of reoffense within the pro-
gram is burglary. That is the majority of crimes committed while
still within the program is burglary.

Mr. DEAN. From that can I gather that they are not committing
offenses actually on the restitution program that they are working
on, stealing from their employer.

Mr. MALONEY. I do not believe so. We have had occurrences
where kids have gotten involved in- offenses on the worksite, but I
don't think it is to a great degree. I don't see any data that has
surpassed that that is to a great degree. .

Mr. DEAN. I just have a couple more questions. Do any of the
futids that are generated by the work in the,restitution projects
actually go back to the project to defray administrative costs?

Mr. MALONEY. No.
Mr. DEAN. And in the case of, say, a budgetary crunch would

that be a feasible alternative to require 5 percent to defray those
administrative costs.

Mr. MALONEY. We are looking into that posibility. We are look-
, ing into several possibilities. We do have the youth arail.family aid

programs that provide localities with State funds to start these
types of initiative. So we are looking most closely at the youth aids
initiativefOther than that we are beginning to examine, as you
mentioned, the possibility of administrative overhead falling back
into the program.

Mr. DEAN. My final question here would just be an "open ended
one. Could you give a few examples of the jobs that the juveniles
are ,placed in; whether they are the kinds of joba that have a
future; and whether they are of deadend nature?

Mr. MALONEY. Our priority is meaningful employment. Meaning-
ful employment means that it falls within the priorities of the
young person himself and it does offer future employment, at least
the hope for future employment. We have had some unique em-
ployment situations. For instance, a young person in Rock County
who was under threat of incarceration was doing remodeling work
with the Rock County Historical Society. After completing his resti-
tution, for instance, the Historical Society was so pleased with the
youngster they actually made him a formal member of the Rock
County Historical Society.

In the Menominee Reservation, a group of kids in the program
assumed responsibility for the design, planning and carrying out of
an entire pow-wow for the community where several hundred
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people attended They had to assume responsibility for all of the
financial management, the arrangement of speaker's, the arrange-
ment of events. So I think that type of planning skill came out in
the restitution and employment opportunity, although it was not a
future employment opportunity.

Mr. DEAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr..CORRADA. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Maloney, for your excellent presentation to this

subcommittee and sharing with us your experience in Wconsin
with this program.

Mr. MALONEY. Thank you for having us.
Mr. CORRADA. We will now go to a panel of youngsters, two of

them from Wisconsin, two of them from Washington, D.C., that
have actually participated in the restitution program.

In order to protect the privacy of these xoungsters, I will ask all
the members' of the subcommittee to address them by their .first
name and no photographs will be allowed of these witnesses duringtheir testimony.

Before we call them for their testimony, I would like to state
that I am very pleased to have today the visit of a group of
youngsters from Pu 6rto Rico who axe participating in the Presiden-
tial classroom prograin here in Washington.. I would like to ask the
youngsters from Puerto .Rico, who are participating in the Presi:-
dential classroom program to please stand up. tIt is quite coincidental that while these high school students
from Puerto 'Rico come to Washington for the "Presidential class-
room program and to visif their Congresspersons today, we are
holding these= hearings 'precisely on `a problem. that is of great .
importance to the whole Nation and, of course, to the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico as w41j," dealing with juvenile justice and
delinquency preVention.

We.will'now have thel)pportunity of asking questions of young-
sters Who have participated in this restitution programa programthat is ge toward having the youngster restitute or pay direct-
ly to the Mtirri and to society for faults that have been committed
rather than sending them to jail or placing them in the regular
probation program.

We will ask now Charles and Becky, coming Horn Wisconsin, and
Jeff and Jonathan from Washington, D.C., tOpldase come forw'ard.
Take'a seat at the witness table.

I would like to'weloome the four ofyou to this hearing today and
expregs to each of you the great appreciation of this subcommittee
for your appearing before uS toddy and allowing us to gain more
information about the program in which you haNie been participat-
ing and what that program has meant to you..

'Definitely your cooperation with this hearing will allow us to
gain information that Will be very valuable in examining how this
project has worked and in determining what this subcommittee
should do in epcouraging programs of this nature.

The witnesses do not have prepared testimony. They will respond
to questions froni the members of the subcomnOttee.

ti
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES AND BECKY. WISCONSIN, A:sip JEFF
AND JONATHAN. WASHINGTON, D.C.

IP
1Mr CORRADA. I would like to ask Charles here to please tell us in

atemanner or form do you believe that lilting in this restitution
program has helped you in"becoming an individual who can better
cope with the society and the group where you live?
CHARLES. Well, OK After I had committedtethe offense I had

heard people talking. They didn't want their kids to be around me
ti because, you know, in fear that I would get them in trouble. It gave .

me a dance to show that if gien a chance I could be just like
anyone else.

I am not one that was out looking for trouble. I just -happened to
run upon it at that time. It showed '\o myself that I could be.
anything that I wanted to be It depended on what I wanted to
make of myself. So really, it pioved to the people around me that I,
could make it in the world today, not as an inmate in a prison, you
know, but going to work every day, bringing home a paycheck.

Mr CORRADA. In what sense do you believe that a restitution
program such as this one should be encouraged in terms of how
other youngsters that may find themselves in the situation you
found yourself, may use the program itself as a way to become
better members of stelety?
CHARLES. Well, like with the job you get, you can obtain- skills,

say, like if you liked it, you could further yourself in that particu-
lar thing. It gave me a chance to meet different pe4ple and talk
with them, to see their ideas and viewpoints and really, I don't,
know. You have to ask others.

Mr. CORRADA. Becky, how would you answer that question?
BECKY. Could you repeat it? .

Mr. CORRADA. In what sense do you believe that having partici-
pated in the restitution program would help you and other young-
sters similarly situated in being able to recuperate from the,sitya-
tion in which you found yourself?
BECKY. OK. I am not sure if I understand the question real good

Ibut for myself I got a good recommendation from that job, And
use it for everyone. They have called that job site every time and
they said that they gave me an excellent recommendation.

OK, being 15 when I committed a crime, there is no way I would
have been able to pay off the debt that I had to pay. Who is going
to hire a 15-year-old, especially one who is, you know, in trouble?
OK. So it helped me get the job. It showed me that I can do it. It
gave me some skills to help out in future jobs. It wk, really the
first job besides babysitting I had had, and it showed me what job
supervisorsrx like, what interviews are like. It wasn't a real
formal inte -

There is no way I would have been abletto pay back thenioney
that I owed'withotit getting this job. And really being on social
security there is no way that my mother would have been able
-pay for it either. ,Mr. CORRADA. What kind of job did you get?

BECKY. I worked at the YWCA. It was only cleaning and paint-',
ing. I also had to put in 50 hours of volunteer work. I did secretari-
al work at the Boys Club in Green Bay.
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Mr CORRADA. Jeff, hOw would you say that this program 'helped
you?

JEFF. VVell, as long as I can remember I have been getting in
trouble with the juvenile courts, you know. The juvenile restitution
program opened up a lot of things for me. You can get in the
program andlearn a skill and learn how to turn your,life around
from what you have,been doing to being a better peison. You have
got to,put it in your mind that you want to be better.

The program offers you different opportunities and different
skills, you knoW. It has helped me a lot.

Mr. CORRADA. How old are you now?
JEFF. I am 18 goi ng on -19.
Mr. CORRADA. How old were you when you participated or start-

ed your participation in the restitution program?
JEFF. I Was 17.
Mr. CORRADA. They worked out the program for you. What is it

that you did in the program?
JEFF. Well, I had a choice, you know. I Or a choice to lie in this

program. I wasn't sure I could make it in the program. That is up
to the judge. They gave me a choice. I could go in the program, pay
back $600 restitution and do 175 hours community service or either
do 4 years, you know, whatever the jail term would. have been.

Mr. CORRADA. Why did you choose this program?
JEFF. Because showed meI saw something that was going to

h,elpime better my life. I got tired ofheing in trouble all my life, so
I decrded,to try to bettef myself and this was just an opportunity to
help me better myself, you know, start my life over and do better
things.

Mr.-CORRADA. What did you do to repay the $600?
JEFF. I worked at the Columbia Heights Youth Clubin a pro-,

gram and went around fixing up parks, putting if) benches,,..and
fixing things like that. The paychecks from there helped me pay ,
back the restitution*, '6

Mr. CORRADA. In what sense do you think this helped you?
JEFF. It helped me to rehabilitate myself in a way. Ever since I

have been in thiSspro'gram, the people in the program have been
helping me find jobs and just do things I have never had time to do
before because I was on the street getting in trouble all the time.

Mr. CORRADA. Without the program do you think you would have
been able to repay that $600?

JEFF. No, sir.
Mr: CORRADA. Jonathan, how has this program helped you?
JONATHAN. The program has helped me because in about 1978 I

had dropird out of school, started getting in trouble.
Then once I went to court, the jtidge told me I had an opportuni-

ty to get id the juveriile restitution program or be committed to
jail I had benefit to look at the program to see how the ideas and
how they were going about things. So I decided to go into the
juvenile center. Then I started realizing that I can't be out on the
street at certain hours of the night doing crime when I know I
have to pay for them. I started to -look at my life as a better
perspective, so then once I had got in the program, I started
working'in a warehdime for the city that helped evict the people,
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pick up their furniture and store it for them if they can't afford to
pay a moving company or something like that.

So then I did my community service and then after my communi-
ty service were over they hired me to work with them.

SO I feel that the juvenile restitution center helps a whole lot of
people if they want to help themselves.

Mr. CORRADA. Thank you, Jonathan.
I will yield now to Congressman Williams.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Jeff, what do your friends think of this program?
JEFF. Wells you know, my friends they like the program if they

could, get into it, you know, the ones that are incarcerated now.
Mr. WILLIAMS. What do they say about it?
JEFF. gives you a chance, you know, to start all over,

turn your life around.,
Mr. WILLIAMS. Jeff, how many of your friends have said to you,

"I like this program because it gives you a chance to start all over
and turn my life around." You tell us the way they tell you.

'Lest me lead you a little bit more. Do they say, "Boy. that is a
free ride. I wish I could get into that instead of going to jail." What
do they think of this program?.

JEFF Well, naturally they like it instead of going to jail because
don't too many people want to be locked up, you know. They would
rather be in this program than go to jail because they say, like you
say, it is a free ride for them doing something and not having to
pay for it, but in the sense they are paying for it anyway because
they have to pay back to the victim, you know, and do community
service.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now that you have gone through the progra m,
and apparently you are a supporter of the program, you think it
was a pretty good idea. Maybe it was a pretty' good idea, because
you did- not have to be staring out of bars or maybe you think it
was pretty good idea because you did get something really paid
back in a real way with money to whomever, or whatever you had
harmed with whatever you

Now you know maybe that part of it means somethihg,to you,
too. Have you talked abqut that part of this program with your
friends, the part other than the free ride?

JEFF. Paying the people, you talking about the--
Mr..WILLIAMS. The good that you did about paying them back,

haire you and your friends discussed that part?
JEFF. NO, Sir.
Mr. WILLIAMS..You have talked about the tree ride some, though.
JEFF. I elt that it was nice for them to let me stay on the street

and find me a job so I could pay these people back, you know. It
was nic of the people to offer to let me pay them back instead of
getting e locked up for what I had done..I don't talk about it too
much.

Mr. LLIAMS. I appreciate your being honest with me and with
the corn itteeairthat, Jeff.

Jona ari; do yo4 have any friends who have been in trouble,
fairly s rious trouble with the law?

JON AN. Yes. h,

6
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Mr WILLIAMS Do you have any of those friends that you think
ought to be in jail instead of in this restitution program? You know
if you were the judge knowing what you know about some of your

' friends, would ,you say if you were the judge and you knew the
accused "No, this restitution program is not going to work -for this
cat He has got to go to jail," or could most or all of your friends
thamight commit a crime benefit from this program?

JONATHAN. Well, I think all of them would benefit from this
program, because one, it would put them in the right direction and
for another, you knowthey realize what is really going on around
them and out there in reality So, you know, it would make them
respect their self and others, put them in a perspective which they
will understand what the court system is about and how the juve-
nile restitutiontis helping them. ,

Mr. WILIAmSYCharles, where do.you live?
CHARLES. Beloit, Wis.
Mr. WILIAMS. What street do you live on? o
CHARLES. Copeland.
Mr WILLIAMS When you look out the windowdo you live in an

apartment or house?
CHARLES. House. ...
Mr WILLIAMS. When you look out the window of your house

what do, you see, the view out of your window?
CHARLES Another house.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Are all the houses close on your street?
CHARLES. Yes. . .

Mr WILLIAMS Are any of the friends that live in that house or
the house next to' it or the house on the other side, in trouble?

<

CHARLES. No. ,
Mr WILLIAMS. Are you the only one in, your neighb6rhood that

has been in trouble?
,CHARLES. As far as I know. e

Mr WILLIAMS. Your friends you go to school with, Charles, have
been in trouble?

CHARLES. I am sure some of them have. .
Mr WILLIAMS. I mean people you pal around with that you know

have been in trouble and you talked to them about being in trou-
ble? , . N .

CHARLES A few.
Mr. WILLIAMS. What do they think about this program? ,--
CHARLES. I have never discussed it with anyone.
MrWILLIAMS. Your friends know you have- beer in trouble?
CHARLES. Yes. .

Mr. WILLIAMS. They have not asked you about this program?
CHARLES. No.
Mr WILLIAMS Becky, you mentioned that you seem to support

the prograln on the basis that it alloftd you to get a job when it is
difficult for a person your age to find work and moreover, you
apparently did a pretty good job where you were employed because.
those people have teen able to recommend you to others. You said
it gave you some job skills and you saw what an interview was alt
about. A couple of you mentioned that. .

You know there are many programs in this country that help
you get a job and you can get interview skills. But this one isoa

r
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little different. This one says we are going to give you a job instead
° of having you go to jail.

So set aside for me all of those other things that you said about
why you liked this program. That is you got a job and it gave you
skills, because we have got other programs to do those things. Set
that aside and tell me what else it is about the restitution program
that you think is'worthwhile. Anything else? ,

BECKY. I have to think about it.. A '
Mr. WILLIAMS. While you are thinking about that, let me ask you

a question and maybe it will help you.
The alternative perhaps in your case, the alternative might have

been to go to jail.
BECKY. Right. ,

Mr VILIIIAMS What about this prograni compared with going to
- jail? Do you like it for that reason?

BECKY. Oh, sure. Of course. Who.wouldn't? But even if I wasn't
going to jail I would still do it anyway. -I most definitely would. .
Even right now if I could, I would do it. .

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, if any of you wants to answer this question
just put up your hand. .

I think everybody, all four of you, agree that there is one reason
this program is good and that is becauselit keeps you out of jail.
Right? Now, society has an idea thatat least many, many people
in, society have an idea-N-that if jail is tough enough and if the
times are hard enough when you are in jail, by gosh, when you get
out you won't commit a crime anymore.

BECKY. They are doing it by threatening7--
, Mr. WILLIAMS. They are what?

t3 ECKY. When you go through the restitution project, you learn
something, but when the other alternativels being locked up, what
are you going to learn? You are just going to be, threatened to be
good. 1

. Mr. WILLIAMS. That won't stop you from corniilltting another
crime? .

BECKY. I am not saying that it won't, bu ou are being threat
ened. You are not learning a thing. In t restitutipn Program at

- least you are learning stuff through_i
Mr. WILLIAMS Charleir---' - -
CHARLES. I don't know how true it is, but:I have often heard that,

say, you go to prison for robbery or burglary, once you get there,
you would most likely learn how to do it and get away with it the
next time. I mean that is what has been told to me by some people
that have went to- prison. That it is more or less a school for
learning how to do a crime and get away with it. 4'

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the situation presented itself again, as it prob-
ably has with some of you, presented itself again, and you thought
it is a situation There you might commit another crime, maybe
you are with some friends, and we all know they are involved and
so you say, oh, well, was this restitution program that you have
been through or going through, was it difficult enough on you or
good enough for you or something that you would say, no:no, I am
not going to commit that crime and the reason you would think in
your-head I am not going to commit it is because you had been in
this restitution program? Because I.got a feeling if you had been in

4 i
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jail and you Came up against the possibility of this new crime, you
would say no, I am not going back to jail.

JEFF. I have been incarcerated a couple of times, you know. For
some people it takes, you knowthey need to be locked up at least
once to see how it is, you know, for some people. But for some
people the-restitution progcam is a very good idea. It stopped them
from g,soiong so far, going as far as I did, but I think it would help a
lot of people. For some people, they ought to try it and see how it
is.

Like you say, once they get down there, they have such a bad
time they don't want to come back'when they get out. The restitu-
tion program is a nice program.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Charles.
CHARLES. But if you go once, what would make you go back

again? He said he had went a couple of times. He went there one
time, but he also went again.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Jeff, Charles said you went once and you went
back again. It apparently was not so tough it kept you out.

JEFF. Well, it takes some people longer than others to really find
out what is happening or what is going to happen. It just took me a
little longer than other, yoii know, to find out hOw I was messing
up my life and to straighten up.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Maybe in your schools they use this system of
grading, A, B, C, D, and F. You all know about that system, don't
you? A is tops and F is failure. OK.

I want you, starting with Charles and going down the line to
grade this program for me and I want you to grade it on just one
part and that is whether you think it will mak you think a long
time before you commit another crime. A mean this program was
so good and I learned so much and I found out s much about what
I did to hurt people on it, or it was so hard to the money back, I
am never going to commit a crime again. That would be A.

would be, no, it was just a free ride and I !Ivould do it again. If
the time came up and I got helpless, I would do it again.

Write it for me from A to F.
CHARLES. A.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Becky.
BECKY. I would give it a,B.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Jeff.
JEFF. I would giveit_a B.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Jonathan.
JONATHAN. A.

.Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CORRADA. Thank you.
Before going to the staff on the minority side, let me say this. Of

course, whey{ people cofnmit a crime we have devised a system
called the criminal justice system to make those who have commit-
ted a crime pay f6r that crime. That is essentially the concept of
restitution. If someone broke the law, then that person has to pay
back to society. There must be restitution to society in general,
'restitution to the victim of that crime as a member of society.

We for a number of years and centuries have thought that
perhaps the only way or the best way that we are going to provide

4,
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restitution is by placing that .person in jail. Jailing people is only a
way to provide for restitution for paying back society.

And, of course, a second 'objective in this criminal concept of
making people pay for their crimes Is rehabilitation. See how this
person is subjected to a process that will result in making that
person a better individual who will be able then to go back to
society and participate fully in society without getting involved in
problems.

There are some who would say that anybody who committed a
crime ought to go to jail and that is it. -

There are others who believe that there are different options to
be considered, that jail or 'incarceration is one option. Probation is
another option. Sending a person to a foster, home or any other
kind of facility is another option and that there is an option called
restitution in this narrow sense which means allowing the person
who committed the crime to 'do something more'directly in restitut-
ing to society or-paying back to society for that crime which is by."
paying, by makirig some kind of monetary compensation back to
the victim wha was involved.

Obviously, if you,are a poor person or a person with limited
resources, there is no way you can pay back to the victim what you
owy them. If you don't have any money to begin with if you don't
have a job, if you don't have the opportunity of paying back or
making this restitution.

Now, in this context, let me ask you, the four of you, do you
believe you would have been able to ,pay back any money or com-
pensation to the victims in your cases had you not bee'n afforded
the opportunity of this program?

, JONATHAN. No.
JEFF. No, sir.
BECKY. No way.
CHARLES. No.
Mr. CORRADA. Now let me ask you a second question:The fact

that youowere allowed to compensate, o pay back to the victims,
did this mean anything to you initerms of something that you
wanted to do because it made you feel better, did it mean anything
in terms of your own personal dignity, or not, having that opportu-
nity, to pay back to the victim?

JONATHAN. I felt better after I did it because then I felt like I
had done my service for what I done- did and it was to be repaid.

So, you know, I felt a whole lot better, especially when I had got
on the program because it really, helped to learn and let others,
you know, show you the way that you might never thought you
could see until yon reaize there is a way to R7) and there is a way .
not to go.

Mr. CORRADA. How about you, Jeff?
JEFF. I felt bettei after I paid the people back, you know. I felt

that I 'didn't owe no one. I had paid back for what I had dczne to
thein. I paid them back. I felt that I no longer owed them anything.
So it was a clean break, I paid them back and I helped the commu-', nity. . ,

Mr. CORRADA. Becky?
BECKY After .completing it you feel good about doing it, but

before, definitely,having
#to thiminates, definitely.

I/ ,
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Mr. CORRADA. Charles?
CHARLES. I would have to go along with Jeff. I paid some back, so

I paid my debt, but you know that doesn't mean that they owe me
something, you know. I done what I was supposed to do and what
was expected of me.

Mr. CORRADA. Let me ask you. I understand that you were pro-
, vided with a job, but then from the moneys that you earned by

doing that job you paid the victims out of your accounts. Is that
correct?

BECKY. Yes.
JEFF. Yes.
CHARLES. Yes.
JONATHAN. Yes.
Mr, CORRADA. You took money that was paid to you from the

work you did and gave that money to the victim? Is that correct?
JEFF. Yes.
'BECKY. The check went directly to the victim. I didn't see any of

it at all. I didn't get to give it to the victim. myself.
Mr. C,ORRADA. But you agreed to that arrangement.
BECKY. You have to. That is it.
Mr. CORRADA. Wha.t, difference does it make for you to have the

opportunity of having a job and taking money from what you
received as compensation and.,paying the victims rather than put-
ting the money in your pocket as you would have if instead of
being in this program you had been on probation and gotten a job?

Did it mean anything to you, the fact that there was this provi-
sion in your program that you could do that, rather than getting a
job, let's say, being one probation and gett. a job and not having
to pay back.

JKFF. Well, my choice wast is program wad the only thing that,
was helpful to me at the time because other) than the program I
had incarceration looking at me. That is what I knew. If I wouldn't
haye deoided to get in the program, I would have been incarcerated
for a certain amount of years.

Mr. CORRADA. Do you have now a better idea what it cost to
make $600 than you had when you did whAever you did to your
victim, that that person lost $600?%

JEFF. The victim, who Ithey lost much more than $600. That is
just what a juvenile at that time would pay back, the highest in a
restitution program that a juvenile could return. They settled for
that $600.

So every time I got paid I took a certain amount out of my check,
got a money order and sent it to the victim, gaye it to them and
they sent it to the victim.

Mr. CORRADA. I will yield now to the counsel for the minority.
Mr. DEAN. Jeff, if I could follow up on Mr. Corrada's question.

After you had deducted the amount to pay to the victim, how much
money did you have left from your paycheck? -

JEFk. I had a choice. I could have onlyall I was told to give
them was 20 Percent of each check, but I took it upon myself to
give them 50, percent of the check so I could pay them off sooner,
you know, and keep the job and just have the rest for myself, you
know.
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Mr., DEAN. Did you find that after you had begun this job you
had more money in your - pocket than you had before you had a job?
Were you making more on the street than you were on this job? Or
was it about the same?

JEFF I felt better working for a living than taking it, you know.
Mr. DEAN. Before you got into trouble, were you in school?
JEFF. Yes, I was in school.
Mr. DEAN In school, were you in a vocational education pro-

gram?
.

JEFF. No. I was pretty smart when I was in school. ,
.1Mr. DEAN But in school were you getting an.y training that was

kind of oriented toward helping you get a job?
JEFF. No, sir.
Mr DEAN Since you have been in the project have they referred

you to any sort of training to help you get a better-job than you
were already qualified for? . .

.JEFF. Yes, 4r. Since I have been in this program I have pickedup two or three skills.
Mr: DEAN..WhA are those skills?
JEFF. I can brick lay. I can paint, or I can lay cement, whichever

. I want. , .Mr. DEAN. Ave you working now? Do you have a job?
JEFF. Not at the moment, no. ...
Mr. DEAN. The last job that you had, did your employer know

that you.had been in this project?
lirJEFF. Yes, sir, he did. , ''

Mi.% DEAN. Jonathan, did you pay money back to the victim?
JONATHAN I did community service I did about 40 community

service hours over what I was supposed to do. And I paid a little
each way. ..

Mr. DEAN. Did they -pay you for that time in community se ice?And slid they give you money for it?
JONATHAN. WhO? °

Mr. DEAN. When you were working in community service, did
you just put in the time ,or did you actually get paid for working inthe community? . .

JONATHAN. Put in thetime. Then I got-placed on the community
service job._ Then,atter I did my community service, then they hired
me. Then that is when I took a little.

Mr. DEAN. But they hired you because theyhad seen your work
and they liked it?

. 0JONATHAN. Yes:
Mr. DEAN. So your being hired was unrelated to this program? Itwasn't part of this program?
JONATHAN. The program helped me get it, you know. You could. t say it ig related. .
Mr. DEAN. Have you -received' any kind of training from partici-

pation in the restitution project other tharr that that-you picked upworking the community service? Did they, for instance, have some-body teach you how to lay bricks or anything of that nature?
JONATHAN. No. ,

,
Mr. DEAN. That is all. Thank you. #t4' Mr. r0IIRADA. Do you have tiny further questions?

-Mr. WILLIAMS. I have another question.
.

4
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Are any of you now in the restitution program currently?
CHARLES. No. '
BECKY. No.
JEFF. No.
JONATHAN. No.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Are any of yOu still holding the job that you .held

in die restitution program?
JEFF. The job they gave me when I got in the restitution pro-.

gram, it only lasted for a year and the year is up. That is why I am
unemployed right now.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Charles, are you working ?'
CHARLES. No.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Becky?
BECKY.'YeS.
Mr. WILLIAMS, Jeff, yoti said you weren't working previously,

correct?
JEFF. Right.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Jonathan?
JONATHAN. No.
Mr. Wrms. How many jobs, Jonathan, have you held since

' the job y had in the restitution program?
JONATHAN. Since the job? Two.
Mr. WILLIAMS. You have worked two different places since then?
JONATHAN. Yes.

. Mr. WILLIAMS. How about y,ou, Jeff?
JEFF. Ever since I came in the program, that was about 2 years

ago, I have only had two jobs.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Becky?

6 BECKY. Two jobs.
Mr. WILLIAMS. How long have you had your current job, Becky?

. BECKY. Since last July. ,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Charles?
,CHARLES. Two jobs,
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we guard against

what could be happening here and it is something that happens in
other programs of this type that don't have to do with court cases
and violations of the law and retribution, but rather that is this
revolving door of Goverriment jobs that people seem to continue.

7 used to be involved with a training and job placement program
and we found Wet inadvertently once we started people into that
job system where the Federal Government, the State government
got them a job, they seemed to just revolve through four or five
jobs and never able to hold arRermanent one.

I would be4 interested wheiT the administrators of this program
send us the additional material, which they are going to do, I
would be interested in haviag some additional thoughts from them
with regard to follow-6n and ,placement in permanent or as near
permanent as possible jobs for the people coming out'of this-pro-

Mr. CORRADA. I share in the concerns of Mr. Williams.
I think it would be desirable if in submitting further information

to the subcommittee, you would furnish information as to what
efforts, if any, in terms of coordination have been done or might be
done in the future with, other agencies in terms of obtaining jobs in

(IJ
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the private sector for youngsters who have held jobs in this pro-
gram and might need a job when they finish their restitution
program. -

I will ask the four of you to comment on this.
Let us assume that all of a sudden the opportunity, the chance or

option, of paying for whatever a youngster may do through a
"",restitution program like the one you went through was.ended, that

this was no longer an option. That youngsters, not you, because
you have gone through the program successfully, you are out of the ,
program now, but that other youngsters who live in your neighbor-
hood or who may have the same experiences that you have had,
had a problem and they were denied the opportunity of going
through a restitution program, and only the other alternatives,
incarceration or probation and so on are left. .

I would like your comments individually on whether you believe
that stopping a program of this nature or not allowing that oppor-
tunity In what sense do you believe that would make other young-
sters better or limit the opportunities to them in improving in
their own conduct.

Jonathan?
JONATHAN. I feel that you catch them while they ar young, you

can, avoid, you know, them going through anything ke this, espe-
cially at the age of 11, 12, you know, that is whe crime usually
most starts with younger kids. I 'feel that juvenile restitution pro-
gram can benefit to them which some, other programs like they
couldn't even get in. It is certain programs in the community that
really look out toward each other and want,to help each. other. It is ,-
an environment that has been growing constantly. I feel the juve-
nile restitution program should have more ,help, should be involved .,
with more community actions, which, already they is but I feel
that it shouldlbemore of all this -. -.,

So it would cut ,down burglaries and cr.ime rate in your commu-
nity more ,i,.d dare. -'4'. ,

r. COO '-'i A. J
..

eff? ,
EFF Wejl; I feel that this program shouldn't le,cut out because

it gives hope to lots of juienjles who feel- that ,allAhey can On is
resort to a life of crime because theyf,haveioothing else to,resort to,
no skills, no nothing. All they knowrhow,..to do is get Vt.and taker
or rob or whatever they do, yoUknow.*Nttihg oqt. t1iis er,bgrarn
ain't going to help. . Y,c 1. , a ;,.., , ,' ,"

Mr CORRADA. You said before that. you. have beep twice incarcer- ,

ated and also that you went through this program. What .did you
learn from this program that you did not learn from incatceralionV

JEFF I didn't find out about the program until the second time
that I was incarcerated. Since I have been in program p have
learned different skills and how to be trusted. People phi? abet), on
yOu when you are small. People tell you all you knoW how o dosik
steal, that is all you do. In this program you learn hdw, to trust\ , .

people You learn how to do different things, make meaningful
with your life, turn around, do things that are right.

Going down to jailthat don't rehabilitate youAlou have got to
rehabilitate yourself. Ifyou don't want to rehabilitate youiself, I
don't care how many times they lock you up, you ain't going to be
fehabilitated You are just going to keep coming back. It is not how/

51)
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man times they lock you up. The point is that you have,got to
mak up your mind that yqu want to changeyou walit to be
reha litated. If you make up your mind you want to do that, you
can d it with the help of this program. You need a start.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think we have found the appropriate words now
for the scription over every prison door. Jeff just gave them to us.

Mr. CORRADA. Did incarceration give you the opportunity of
showing others that they could trust you as much as the restitution
program, gave you that opportunity?

JEFF. No, sir. Incarceration doesn't do anything for you but make
you worse than you are when you come out.

Mr. CORRADA. You were saying before people put labels on you
when you get in trouble. That means they don't trust you because
you were involved in a problem.

JEFF. Yes.
Mr. CORRADA. Going to A restitution program does that allow you

to show that you carrte trusted?
JEFF. Yes, sir, because they give you freedom. They let you do

they gibe you a certain amount of things to do and they trust upon
you to do them. They can't do them for you. You have to do all this
yourself. You have got to make up your mind that you are going to
do it.

Mr. CORRADA. So it would allow others to have their faith re-
stored in you and would allow you to have trust in others.

JF,FF. Yes, sir.
Mr. CORRADA. Becky?
BECKY. Jeff said it all.
Mr. CORRADA. You would agree with what Jeff has said?'"'"
BECKY. Yes.
Mr. CORRADA. How about you, Charles?
CHARLES. He pretty Much said it.
Mr. CORRADA. All right. I want to express again our appreciation

for Itur coming here today and sharing with the members of the
subc7mmittee your experience about this program, an& the infor-
mation about it. We are very appreciative of that, and I personally
and .1 am sure that I am joined by the other members of the
subcommittee, would wish you the best of luck in the future life.

JONATHAN. Thank you.
BECKY. Thank you.
CHARLES. Thank you.
JEFF. Thank you.

Mr. CORRADA. The committee will now adjourn.
[Whereupon, at 1:07 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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CATEGORICAL AwARCS FOR CJJDP RELATING TO RESIIIIAIUN PROGRAMS PAGE 1

NCN-BLOCK XwARCS FILE, FY 69 - 81 02/24/81

STATE: ARKA4SAS

GRANT RD. AWARD AOCUNT AWARD CATE BEGIN )ATE ENu OATE
790FAx0033 $181.037 02/23/19 03/01/75 04/30/81

FUNDING HPSTCAY PROJECT MCNITCR
C 79 OF $181,152 SCHWARTZ, KATHY
0 79 OF $115

RANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS
OMPREOENSIVE JUVENILE SERVICES, INC

wESTERN ARKANSAS JUV RESTITUTION PGN

F SMITH. AR 72903
ROAD - SLITE 106-A

TITLE: JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGRAM

REPORT PRCOUCED? N CCST CENTER:

STATUS
ACTIVE

PROJECT DIRECTOR
KAREN 111465

CJJDP- SPECIAL EMPhASAS

PROJECT SUMMARY
THIS PROJECT IS BEING FUNDED PURSUANT TO THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INITIATIVE.
"RESTITUTION BY JUVENILE CFFENOERS: ALTERNATIVE Tu INCARCERATION". THIS PROJECT
WILL SUPPLRT THE COI(PREHENSIVE JUVENILE SERVICES. INC. IN AN EFFCKT IC PRCVIOE
AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION AND TO INCREASE THE SENSE LF RESPONSIBILIIY AND
ACCOUNTABILITY ON THE PART OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS FOR THEIR DELINJUENT OEHAVIuk.
THIS PROGRAM WILL SERVICE 1.000 ADJUDICATED YOUTH IN A 2 YEAR PERLIN, THRCuum
DIRJCT MCNETARv PAYMENT AND THROUGH SUPPORTED CCNNUNITY SERVICE HUNK TO TARGET
YOUTH WHO WILL MAKE RESTITUTICN TC THE VICTIMS CF CRIME. THE PHUJECT WILL BE
IMPLEMENTED IN SIX CCLNTIES IN WHICH JUVENILE OFFENDERS WILL BE PLACED AND
TRAINED IN PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT. THIS PROGRAM WILL DE ADMINISTERED BY THE
CCMPREOENSIVE JUVENILE SERVICES. INC A NON-PROFIT OR6ANILATICN DES16NE0 TC
SERVE YOUTH IN THE SIX CCLNTY WESTERN ARKANSAS REGILN.

TOTAL FOR STATE:

ss

to $181.03? 1
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CATEGORICAL AWAROS FOR OJJCP RELATING TO RESIIIUTIDN PROGRAMS PAGE 2
NONBLOCK AWARDS FILE, FY 69 81 02124/81

STATE: CALUCRNIA

GRANT NO. AWARD AMCUNT AWARO CATE BEGIN OATE END DATE
78JSAX0100 $859,181 09/30/78 10/16/76 04/15/81 °

FUNDING HISTCRY PROJECTMCNITOR
0 78 JS $859,181 DODGE, DOUGLAS

o

GRANTEE NAME ANO ADDRESS
COUNTY OF VENTURA, CALIFORNIA
CORRECTIONS SERVICE AGENCY
VENTURA, CA 93009

TITLE :' JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROJECT

STATUS
ACTIVE

PROJECT. OIRECTOR
CALVIN REHINGIbN

FrPCRT PROCUZEO N COST CENTER: CJJDPSPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY
THE GCAL CF THIS, PROJECT IS TO INCREASE THE JUVENILE OFFENDER'S SENSE OF
RESPUNSIBILITY AND ACCCUNTA8ILITY FOR DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR, ANC AT THE SAME°
TIME, PROVIDE AN AVENUE FLR REASONABLE REDRESS OR SATI5FACTILN WITH ITEGARU TO
LOSS SUFFERED Fr VICTIMS CF-JUVENILE OFFENDERS. THIS WILL bE ACCOMPLISHED BY
INCREASING THE MEANS BY WHICH RESTITUTION IS PRCVIUEU by JUVENILES ADJUDICATED
CF DELINQUENT ACTS. FOR THE PURPCSE OF THIS PRCJELls RESTITUTION IS OEFINEU AS
EITHER MONETARY PAYMENT TC THE VICTIM OR DIRECT SERVICES TO THE CCMIRMITY.
RESULTS SCUGHT FOR THIS PROJECT INCLUDE GREATER CUMMUNIIY CUNFIDENCE IN THE
JUVENILE JUSTICE PROCESS AND INCREASED EFFECTIVENESS OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE\
SYSTEM AS IT RELATES TO TFE VIC1IMS OF JUVENILE CRIMES.00IHER RESULTS EXPECTED
FOR THIS PROJECT INCLIJOE INCREASED KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE FEASIBILITY OF
RESTITUTION FCR JUVENILES IN TERMS OF IMPACT ,T44 COST EFFECTIVENESS AS WELL AS j
REDUCTION GF RECIDIVISM. IT IS ESTIMATED Hoff 890 JdvEhILE UFFENOERS WILL
PARTICIPATE IN THE PROGRAM WITHIN A 24- MONTH PERIOD.

TOTAL FOR STATE:

V .11

$859,181 1



CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJDP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PACE 3
NON-BLOCK AWARDS FILE. FY 69 - 81 02/24/81

STATE: CONNECTICUT

GRANT NO.
79EDAX0016

AWARO AMOUNT AWARD CATE
1445.412 03/01/79

BEGIN OATE
03/01/74

END DATE
02/28/81

RAGING IISTCRY PROJECT MONITOR STATUS
0 79 ED $445.412 wCLfSCN, MARK ACTIVE.

GRANTEE NAME AND ACORESS PROJECT DIRECTOR
THAMES VALLEY COUNCIL FCR COMM ACTION JCE LUmU
ONE SYLVAKDALE RGAG
JEWETT CIIY, CT 06351 4

TITLE: PRCJECT GETCUR - RESTITUTICN

REPCRT PROCOCED? N COST CENTER: CJJDP-SPECIAL EmPHAsIS

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE GENERAL C8JECTIVES OF THIS PROORAM ARE TU: REDUCE THE INCARCERATION RATE OF
JUVENILES AGES 14-15 BY OPERATING A JUVENILE RESTITUTILh PRuGRAm. REDUCE THE
RECIOIVISN RATE BY PROVIDING A VARIETY OF EDUCATIONAL, VOCATIONAL. SOCIAL.
FOLLOW-UP ANO'SUPPORTIVE SERVICES VC ALL ENROLLEES. ENhANGE THE PUBLICS SENSE
OF JUSTICE ANC AWARENESS CF ThE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. THE PROJECT WILL HAVE
TWO BASE CENTER LOCATICNS. ONE SITE WILL BE IN GROTON FROM WHICH PRUGkAm
SERVICES WILL BE PROVIOED TO JUVENILE UFFENOERSwN0 RES1OE IN THE FUUR,TOWN
AREA OF GRCTCh. NEW LGNCCN. WATERFORD AND LEOYARJ. THE OTHER CENTER WILL 8E IN
NCPWICH INC WILL SERVICE THE TOWNS CF NORWLCH. MuNTVILLE, SPRAGUE AND PRESTON.
EACH CENTER WILL BE CAPABLE OF HANDLING 30 CLIENTS. II IS PROJECTED THAT FOR A
ONE YEAR PERICO OF OPERATION 168 YOUTH WILL PARTICIPATE.

'

TOTAL FOR STATE: $445,412
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJDP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS
NO-BLOCK AWARDS FILE, FY 69 - 81

STATE: DELAARE

GRANTNO.
7BEDAX0160

AWARO ARUM
1832,596

FUNDING HISTORY
0 78 ED 1832,596

GRANTEE NOME AND ADDRESS
FAMILY COURT` CF DELAWARE
40;BOX 2355
WILMINGTCN, CE 19899

AWARD. CATE
09/30/78

PROJECT NCNITOR
SMITH, FRANK O.

BEGIN DATE
10/01/78

ENO GATE
04/31/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

PROJECT DIRECTOR
EMMETT M PARTIN

TITLE: RESTITUTION BY JUVENILE OFFENDERS PROJECT

REPORT PRODUCED? N COST CENTER: CJJDP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS,

PAGE 4
02/24/B1

0 ,

PROJECT SUMMARY
THIS PROJECT IS FUNDEO PURSUANT TO THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INITIATIVE, RESTITUTION
BY JUVENILE CFFENDERS: AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION. THIS PROJECT WILL
SUPPORT TPE FAMILY COURT OF DELAWARE IN AN EFFORT TO PMCVIUE AN ALTERNATIVE IC
INCARCERATION AND IC INCREASE THE SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY AHO ACCOUNTABILITY ON
THE PART OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS FUR THEIR DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR. THIS PRLGRAM MILL
SERVE 2,448 ACNOTCATE0 YCUTH IN A TWO YEAR PERIOD ThkLUGH PRCVIUING
RESTITUTION THROUGH COMMUNITY SERVICE, TO THE VICTIMS AND COURT UNDER PAYMENTS
TO THE VICTIMS SUBSIDIZED-DAN GRANT ,FUNDS. THIS PRUGRAM wILL BE AOMINISTEREO
BY TPE FAMILY COURT OF 6ELAWARE.

TOTAL FOR STATE: 1832,596

-3 ti
1)
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CAIEGCRICAL MAROS FOR OJJCP RELATING 107RESIIIUTION PROGRAMS
NCh-BLOCK AwAROS FILE. FY 69 - dl

.5711E: DISIRICT CF C(LUMEIA °

1

GRANT NC.
78JSAX0098

AWARO AMCUNI AWARD GAIL
5613.660 09/30/78

FUNDING HISICRY PRCJECI MCNIIOR
0 18 JS 5613,660 SMIIH, FRANK O.

GRANIEE NAME AND ADDRESS
0151 CF C6LUPEIA SUPERIOR COURT
DIVISION CF SOCIAL SERVICES
613 G SIREEI,MRIHNESI
wASHINGION. OC 20001

BEGIN DATE
10 /Cl /76

ENO DAIS
_04/30/w1

STAIUS
ALIIVE

PRCJELI DINECIUR
ALAN M SoHUMAN

TITLE: JUVENILE RESTIlolION:ALTERNATIVE IC INCARCERAIION,PRCBAIN

0

REPCRI PRCCOCED7 N CCST CENTER: 6.1JDPSPECtAL EMPHASIS

PAGE' 5

02/24/81

PRCJECI SUPPARY
THIS PRCJECI IS BEING FUNOEO PURSUANI 10 IHE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INIIIAIIVE,
"RESTITUTION HY JUVENILE OFFENDERS. ALTERNATIVE TU INOAREKAIIUN". IHIS PROJECT
MILL SUPPCRI IhE CISTRICT CF CCLUPEIA SUPRIGR CCURI IN AN EFFCRI TO PRoV10E AN
ALTERNATIVE IL INCARCERATION ANC PROBATION AND IU INCREASE THE SENSE Cf
RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCCUNIABILIIY ON ThE PART CF JUVENILE UFFENUERS FOR ThE1R
DELINQUENT BEhAVIUR. IH1S PRCGRAM will SERVE 360 ADJOCICATEJ YOUTHS IN A IWC
YEAR PERICU. PARTICIPANTS IN IHE PROGRAM AAY BE URUEREG TU PRUVIOE ulkEOT MONEY
PAYMENIS TO ThE VICTIMS FROM EMPLOYMENI SUBSIDIZED F14.44 GRANI FUNUS, A
PRESCRIHEC COMMUNITY SERVICE FCR A CEFINEU PERIOU OF TIME, uR DIRECT SERVICES
TO THE VICTIMS. THIS PRCGRAM MILL BE AOMINISTEREC BY ThE DIVISION CF SCCIAL
SERVICES UNCER THE AUSPICES Of THE DISIRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPERIOR COURT.

TOTAL FOR SIAIE:. 1613.660

N:\
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FCR CJJEJS RELATING TO RESIITUT1uh PROGRAMS PAGE 6

NON-BLOCK AWARCS FILE, FY 69 - 81 02/24/81

. STATE: FLORICA

GRANT ND. AWARD AMOUNT AWARD CANE BEGIN JAIL END DATE
79EDAX0010 $348.751 12/28/78 01/01179 14/31/81

fUNDING HISTORY PROJECT MCNITCR .STATUS

0 79 EU $348.751 SMITH, FRANK O. ACTIVE

GRANTEE NAME ANC ADDRESS
BROWARD COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
201 SOUTHEAST SIXTH STREET
FORT LAUDEDALE, FL 33301.

PRCJECT DIKECTUR
BARRY wITHEk3

TITLE: BRCWARO CCUNTY JUVENILE RESTITUTICh PRCJECT

REPCRT PRCDLCED? h COST CENTER: CJJDP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS,

4 .

PROJECT SUMMARY
THIS PROJECT IS BEING FUNDED PURSUANT TO THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INITIATIVE
RESTITUTION BY JUVENILE UFFENDERS: ALTERNATIVE TU INCARCERATION". THIS PROJECT
WILL SUPPORT THE BRLWARC cCUNTY JUVENILE COURT IN AN ORA' TL PROVIDE AN
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATILN.AND TO INCREASE THE SENSE CF kESPUNSIBILITY AND
ACCOUNTABILITY UN THE PART OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS FUR MEIN uELINQUENT BEHAVIOR.
THIS PROGRAM WILL SERVE 600 ADJUPICITED YOUTH lh A YEAR PERIOD THROUGH CIRECT
MONETARY PAYMENT THROUGH SUPPORTED COMMUNITY SERVICE MURK Tu TARGET YOUTH WHO
WILL MAKE RESTITUTION It THE VICTIMS CF CRIME. THE PRCJECT MILL BE IMPLEMENTEC
BY A COUNTY -WILE RESTITUTION PRUCESS IN WHICH JUVENILE OFFENDERS WILL BE PLACED
ANO TRAINED IN PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT. THIS PROGRAM WILL BE ADMINISTERED BY

THE BROWARC COUNTY HUMAN SERVICES DEPARTMENT.

TOTAL FOR SLATE: $348.751

1
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJOP RELATING TO RESTIRI 1oN PROGRAMS PACE 7NON-BLOCK ANAROS FILE, FY 69 - bl 02/24/B1
STATE: GEORGIA

GRANT /10.
79JSAX0011

AWARD :MOUNT
3216,335

AWARD DATE
02/26/79

FUNDING HISTORY PROJECT MCN I TOR0 79 JS 3216,335 SPIN, FRANK 0.

GRANTEthalE MC ADDRESS
CLAYTON COUNTY JUVENILE COURT
CLATTER CCUNlY COURTHOUSE
JONESBORO. GA 30236

BEGIN DATE
03/01/79

OW OAT E
02/28/81

5IAIUS
ACTiVE

PROJECT DIRECIOR
4 TO BE NAMEC

TITLE: CLAYTON COUNTY: JUVENILE JUSTICE RESTITUTION PROGRAM

REPORT PRCCUCED? N COST CENTER: CJJOP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS"

PROJECT SUMMARY .
THIS PROJECT IS BEING FUNDED PURSUANT TO THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INITIATIVE,"RESTITUTION BY JUVENILE OFFENDERS:

ALTERNAIIVE IU INCARCERATION". IHIS PROJECTHILL SUPPORT THE CLAYTON COUNTY JUVENILE COURT IN AN .EFFL:m1 TO PROVIDE ANALTERNATIVE TC INCARCERATION AND TO INCREASE THE SENSE CF RESPONSIBILITY ANDACCOUNTABILITY ON THE PART OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS FUR ThEI,t 0E1,1 ROUEN I BEHAVIOR.THIS PROGRAM HILL SERVICE 400 ADJUDICATED YOUTH IN A Ito. YEAR PERIOD THROUGHCIRECT MONETARY PAYMENT THROUGH SUPPORTED
COMMUNITY SERVICE WORK TU TARGETYOUTH WHO WILL MAKE RESTIIUTICN TO THE VICTIMS OF CRIME. THE PROJECT TILL BEIPLEMENTE0 EY A COUNTY -MICE RESTITUTION PROCESS IN WM ILM JUVENILE OFFENDERSWILL RE PLACID AND TRAINED IN PUBLIC SERVICE

EMPLOYMENT. THIS PROGRAM WILL BEADMINISTERED AT TFE CLAYTON COUNTY JUVENILE COURT.

TOTAL FOR STATE: $216,335

53
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJDP RELATING IC RESTITUTION PROIMS PACE 8

NON -BLOCK AWARDS FILE, FY 69 - 01 02/24/81

STATE: IDAHO

GRANT HO.
19JSAx0012

AWARD AMOUNT AWARD CATE BEGIN DATE LAU CAIE

5264,848 02/26/79 03/01/1v 04/28/B1

FUNDING HISTORY
0 79 J5 5264,848 COCGE, DOUGLAS

PROJECT MONITOR

GRANTEE NAME AND ACCRESS
10Ah0 FOURTH JLOILIAL DISTRICT
ACA COUNTY CIST.R ICI COURT
BOISE, ID

STATUS
ACTIVE

PROJECT DIRECTOR
WARREN h GILMORE

JOVENTLE wCRx RESTITUTAON IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL UISTRICT
N.%

REPORT PROCUCED? N COSI CENTER: LJJDP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY °

THIS PROJECT IS BEING FUNDED PLRSUANT TO THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS I ATIVE.

RESTITUTION BY JUVENILE UFFENOERS: AN ALTERNATIVE IL INCAHLERA *. THE

PROJECT WILL SUPPORT 10AHC,S FLLRTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AN EFF TU PROVIDE
AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION AND TO INCREASE THE SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY ANC
AOCCuNTABILITY UN THE PART OF JUVENILE OFFENOERS Full THEIR DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR.
THIS PROGRAM WILL SERVE 1,200 YOUTHFUL OFFENDERS OURIND THE 24 HUHU...5 LF THIS

GRANT THROUGH PRUNING DISTRICT-WIDE COURTORUERED RESTITUTION. YOUTHS MAY BE
ORDERED TO PAY THE COST OF DESTRUCTION, PROVIDE DIRECT StAVILE TO THE VICTIM OR

PERFORM A CERTAIN NJABER OF HOURS OF COMMUNITY SERVILE. THE FUURTH JUDICIAL
OISIRILI CONSISTS OF ALA, VALLEY, ELMORE AND BOISE WAILES. THE CENTRAL OFFICE
WILL BE LOCATED IN THE ADA COUNTY COURT HOUSE, AND FROM THIS OFFICE ALL ASPECTS

IN THE OEXELOPMENT ARO ADMINISTRATION WILL BE COORDINATED.

TOTAL FOR STATE: 5264.848

tv.
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJa RELATING 10 Rt5111U1IGN PRCGRAMS PACE 9
. NCh-BLCCK AWARCS FILE. FY 69 - 81 02/24/EI

- STATE: ILLIT.C15

'Ic

GRANT NO. AWARD AMOUNT AWARD CAFE BEGIN UA1E thU DATE
79E0Ax0014 $923.316 . 02/09/79 03/01/79 02/28/81

FUNDING HIS1CRY PRCJECT MCNITCR
C 79 ED $923,316 I.GLFSCN. MARK

GRANTEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
CHICAGO CEPARTMENT GE HUMAN
64C HEATH LA SALLE
CHICAGO, IL 60610

SERVICES

STATUS
ACTIVE

PACJECTiClhELIx
GLORIA lUkkL

.

111LE: RESIIIUT1Ch PRCGRAM.FCR JUVENILE OFFENDERS

REPEAT pRDCLCED? N --ECSI CENTER: CJJDP-SPECIAL'EMPASIS

PRCJECT SEMPAPY
.

THIS RESTITUTION PROJECT FUR JUVENILE CFFENDERS WILL BE ADMINISTERED BY THE
CITY OF CHICAGO, uEPARTmENT,OF HUMAN SERVICES. THE PRINCIPLE UUAL OF THIS
PRCJECT IS TO PRGVIOE AN ALTERNATIVE IC INGARCERATALN fl.R 44)0 YuUTH EACH YEAR
BY PLACING THEM ON RESTITUTION. THROUGH THE USE OF UJJUP FUNDS AHU CETA FUN 5
NUN WILL BE PLACED IN SUPPCRIED EMPLOYMENT. THtY WILL THEN bE REQUIRED TO
RENEURS1 IFL VICTIMS OF THEIR CRIMES FOR THE REASUNABLE VALVE CF 1mE MSS
SUFFERED. %MERE THERE IS NG CIA CF POCKET LESS ER PROPERTY HAS BEEN RETURNED
THE ADJUGIGATED DELINQUENT OFFENDER WILL BE REQCIREU IL NENFLAM A CCMPUNTIY
SERVICE.

TOTAL FCR STATE: $923,316 1
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CATEGORICAL AmAROS FOR CJJOP RELATING TO RESIlluTILA PRCGRAMS PACE 10

NCR-BLOCK AWARCS FILE. FY 69 - 81 02/24/81

STATE: KENTUCKY

GRANT NO.
78E010(0119

AWARD AMCUN1
1411,655

AWARD CATE
09/26/78

FUNDING MISTER). . PRCJECT MCNITOR

C 78 EL - 1411.655 SMITH. FRANK Ti.
...

GRANTEE NAPE AND AOORESS
JEFFERSCh COUNTY FISCAL COURT
DEPARTMENT CF HUMAN SERVICES
835 WEST JEFFERSON STREtT
LOUISVILLE. KY 4u202

BEGIN CATE Ehu OAR ,

11/01/78 P 10/30/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

PRCJECT CIRACTLA
SANDS WILSUN

TITLE: JEFFERSCN COUNTY RESTITUTION PROJECT

REPORT PROCUCEC7 N COST CENTER,: OJJ0P-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

.44 PROJECT SUMMARY
THE PURPCSE CF THE PROJECT IS rc CCMPENSAPE VICTIMS OF JUVENILE CRIME BY

REQUIRING CASH PAYMENT CR VOLUNTEER WORK BY THE UFFENUER :N LIEU CF

INCARCERATICN THE PRCJECT EXPECTS THAT 750 YOUTHS PER YEAk MILL PARTICIPATE Ih

THE PROJECT ANC THE PRLURAm IS AVAILABLE TO POST-AdJuCKAIEo YOUTH BEINEEN AGES

14-1d CHARGEG WITH PROPERTY OFFENSES. EMPLOYMENT /SERVICE uPeCRTUNITIES WILL BE

AVAILABLE THRCUGH CE TA. THE CCAINIURITy ACTION AGENCY. MATkuPoLITAN PARKS ANO

RECREATION. JEFFERSUN COUNTY WORKS DEPARTMENT AND Pthil4l. UNITED NAY VOLUNTARY

ACTH?. CENTER.

TOTAL FOR STATE: 8411.655 1
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR OJJDP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PAGE 11
NON-BLOCK AWARCS FILE, FY b9 - 81 02/24/EL

STATE: LOUISIANA

GRANT NO. AWARD AMOUNT AWARD DATE
78ECTAX0159. $499,147 OS/3O/76

FUNDING HISTORY PROJECT MCNITOR
0 JO ED $610,046 SCHNARTZ, KATHY
0 78 ED $10,899

GRANTEE NAVE AND ADDRESS
ORLEANS PAFE4SH4JutAtmILE CCLRT
.916 LAFAYETTE STRELA
NEW ORLEANS, LA 701.i3

6
BEGIN DATE OW DATE
12/01/7a 09/15/81

-STATUS
ACTIVE

AW

PROJECT DERECTok
ADEL LUmt

104,TITLE: ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT RESTITUTION PROGRAM

-REPORT PRODUCED? "N COST CENTER: OJJ0P-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY
THIS PROJECT WILL SUPPORT THE ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT IN AN EFFORT TOPROVIDE AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION AND TO INCREASE THE SENSE OF
RESPONSIBILITY ANC ACCOUNTABILITY ON THE PART OF JUVENILE UFFENDERS FOR THEIRDELINQUENT BEHAVICR. THE MAJOR GOALS FOR THIS GRANT WILL DE: TO PROVIDE A
COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM OF RESTITUTION ALTERNATIVES FOR 280 ADJUDICATED
DELINQUENT CHILDREN OVER A 24 MONTH PERIOD; i0 GEOREASE THE NUMBER OF
COMMITMENTS TO THE LOUISIANA STATE DEPARTMENT

OF CORRECTIuNS BY 152 OVEN A 12MONTH VERTU); IC PROVIDE rOR THE
SOCIAL, VOCATIONAL AkhABILITATIGN TRAINING ANDECUCATION OF ACJUCICATED DELINQUENT

CHILDREN THROUGH- WORK EXPERIENCE; TC
PROVIDE RESTITUTION COMPENSATION TO 140 VICTIMS OF JUVENILE CRIME ANNUALLY INNEW ORLEANS; AND TO PROVIDE THE PUBLIC WITH INFORMATION ON IJIIE PROGRAM AINEO ATINCREASING PILBLIO AWARENESS OF AND CONFIDENCE IN THE JoVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEMS.

GRAWISMADE UNDER THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS pROOAAM INITIATIVE; RESTITUTIONBY JUVENILE OFFENDERS: AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION".

TOTAL FOR STATE:

0 (I

$499,147

!I
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJOD RELATING TO RESTITUTION PRCCRAKS
NCN-BLOCK AWARDS FILE, FY 69 - 81

STATE: MAINE

GRANT NO.
78EDAX0168

AWARD AMOUNT
$299,412

fUNDING HISICRY

AWARD DATE
09/30/18

BEGIN DATE ENO CATE
10/01/7d 0./31/80

PROJECT MCNITUR sTAIUS

PACE .12
C2/24/81

O 76 E0 $299.412 .SAIih, FRANK O. ENO-uATE PASSED

GRANTEE NAME ANO ADDRESS
CCURTy OF CUMBERLAND
193 NICOLE STREET
PORTLAND. ME C4101

TITLE: RESTITUTICN ALTERNATIVE

PRCJECI LIRECTUR
DONNA 011bEAu

REPORT PRCCUCEO? N CCST CENTER: CJJOP- SPECIAL EMPhASIS

PRCJECT SUMMARY
COGNIZANT CF THE NEED FUR ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY MODELS FUN ThE JUVENILE
CFFENDER, THE PORTLAND PROGRAM FOR ADOLESCENT RESPONSIBILITY ITU BE KNOWN AS
THE CUMBERLAND CCUNIY JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROJECT) hAS de/ELUDED A COUNTY MICE
RESTITUTICN PROJECT BASED ON THIS RECONCILIATIVE HoDel CF LeakECTIGNS. THE
PkCJECT SERVES TWO CLIENT SYSTEMS IN THAT BOTH OFFENDERS ANU VICTIMS ARE
CONSIDERED CLIENTS. THE MAJOR GOALS OF THIS PROJECT ARE: INCREASE THE
DISPOSITIONAL ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE TO THE COURT; INCREASE COMMUNITY
INVOLVEMENT IN AND C6FlUENCE IN THE JUVENILE JUSTILE SYSTEM; ANO INCREASE
OFFENDER SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY BY HOLDING THE YUUIH ACLUuNTANIE FOR HIS /HER
EigmAuldR THRELGIt PAYMENT CF RESTITUTION. THE PROJECT WILL ACCOMPLISH TFESE
GOALS BY ADOPTING A STANCE AS MEDIATORS lkD BRCKEks KT( BOTH CLIENT SYSTEMS...,
RCLE CF BROKER MAINTAINS THE UNOEKLYING ASSUMPTIUN ThAT buTH CLIENTS MAY NAVE
NEED OF ADDITIONAL RESOURCESIOIUCH AS SOCIAL SERVICES. LEGAL ASSISTANCE.
COUNSELING, ALTERNATE LIVING ARRANGEMENTS. CRIME PREVENTION EDUCATION. JOB
DEVELOPMENT. ACTING AS BROKERS. STAFF KILL INTERVENE wITH UThER SERVICE
PROVIDERS TO SEE THAT CLIENTS RECEIVE THE NEEDED AID.

`
GRANT NO. AWARD AMCUNT `AWARD CATE ,BEGIN DATE END DATE
80NUAX0012 5286.791 C9/30/80 09/01/80 J6/31/81

FUNDING HISTCRY PROJECT MCNITCR STATUS

O 80 JS $284,894 WOLFSON, MARK ACTIVE

O 80 PG . 11,857

GRANTEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
MAINE DISTRICT COURT
THE RESTITUTICN ALTERNATIVE

PROJECT DIRECTOR
THECOukt T TROTT. JR

e
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FLR CJJDP RELATING TO RESIIIUTTUN PRCuRAKS
hOh-BLOCK ANARCS FILE. FY 6C - 81

CUTLER STREET
SPR1NGVALE. ME 04083

TITLE: IHE PESTITUTICN ALTERNATIVE

REPCRT PROCCCED? N COST CENTER: CJJCIP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PAGE WTI.'
02/24/el

PROJECT SUMMARY
THIS GRANT MILL-CCNTINUE TL PROVILE SERVICES TO OFFENDERS AND VICTIMS IN YORK,
CUMBERLAND ANC AhOPOSCCCGIN CCUNTIES IA THE STATE OF MAINE. THESE SITES will
SERVE. AT A MINIMUM 3/5 YOUTH THROUGH CCOIMUNfTY SERVICE Ahu RtAcTARY htSTIIOTICA
ORDERS. VICTIMS CF YOUTH CRIME ILL BE REIMBURSED FUR THEIR LcCALS AUFFEREID AS
A RESULT OF THE JUVENILE OFFENDERS CRIME.

TOTAL FEIR STATE: s5e6,203

c

F

S.
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FDR CJJDP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PACE 14
NCR-BLOCK AWARCS FILE. FY 69 - 81 402/24/81

STATE: MARYLAND

GRANT NO.
77JSC3C002

AWARD AMCUNT AWARD DATE
$5,000 C8/18/77

BEGIN DATE END CATE
08/16/77 12/15/77

fi

FUNDING HISTCRY PROJECT MCNITOR STATUS
O 77 JS $5,000 CCNAHUE, TERRY FEDERAL STORAGE

GRANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS ',PROJECT OIRECTOR
MARYLAND SPA JOHN DUCHEZ
EXECUTIVE PLAZA CNE, SUITE 302
COCKEYSVILLE, MD 21036

,TITLE: MARYLAND JUVENILE JLSTICE TRAINING CCNFERENCE

REPCRT PRCOLCED7 MST CENTER: CJJDP - FORMULA GRANT L TA

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE MARYLAND STATE PLANNING AGENCY (THE GRANTEE) WILL SPONSOR A THREE DAY
TRAINING CONFERENCE FOR PUBLIC AGENCIES SERVING THE JUVENItE JUSTICE SYSTEM.
THE ICPICS FCF THE CCNFERENCE WILL INCLUDE BOTOMANACEMERT ARC PROGRAMMING
ISSUES RELATIVE TO EFFECTIVE JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES DELIVERY (DIVERSION.
CASE MANAGEMENT, CONTRACTING, AND RESTITUTIUN). INDIVIDUAL WORKSHOPS 'ILL BE
CONCOCTED BY A SitRIES OF CONSULTANTS, WHICH AkE OUNSIOEREO TC BE EXPERTS IN
THEIR RESPECTIVE AREAS. APPROXIMATELY 125 PUBLIC AGENCY PERSONNEL (PROSECUTORS,
PUBLIC. DEFENDERS, JUVENILE COURT JUDGES, JUVENILE SERvICE4 ACMINISTRATION) ARE
EXPECTED IC ATTEND ThE CONFERENCE.

V

GRANT NO.
78E000158

AWARD ANCUNT AWARD DATE
$863,196 C9/30/78

FUNDING HISTCRY
O 78 SC $1,012,357
D 78 ED $149,161

PROJECT.MCNITCR
SMITH, FRANK O.

GRANTEE NAME AND AMASS
PRINCE GEORGE'S CCUNIT GOVERNMENT
4321 HARTUICK ROAD
COLLEGE PARK, MO 20740

BEGIN DATE END dim
10/01/78 10/31/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

PROJECT DIRECTOR
JCHN WRIGHTSUN

TITLE: COMMUNITY PRCJECT FCR RESTITUTION BY JUVENILE OFFENDERS

REPORT PROCUCED? N COST CENTER: CJJDP - SPECIAL EMPHASIS,

40

79-489 0-8 --5
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CATEGORICAL AAAROS FCR CJJDP RELATING lu PtSTI PRCGRAMS PACE 15
NCN-BLOCK ARARCS FILL, FY 69 - 81 02124/81

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THIS PRGJEC1 IS BEING FUNDED PURSUANT 10 THE SPECIAL EmPhASIS INITIAIIVE,
RESIIIUTION BY JUVENILE CAFFNCERS: AN ALIERNAllvt IL INAhLERAIIuN.* THIS
PRCJECT BILL SUPPCR1 iht (IFICE CP THE YLUIN CUCHOINAlub IN AN EFFORJ lu
PRCVICE AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATICN AND lu INLKEAst THt SENSE OF
RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCCOTABILITY Eh THE PART CF JUVENILE ufFENUtro Fun IhEIR
DELINQUENT BEFAVIUR. THE PROGRAM BILL SERVE. 6C0 nEft.htu JUVENILE CFFENCERS
DURING THE 24 MGNIHS CF THIS GRANT. PARTICIPANTS MAY BE umbtktb DY 1Ht COURIS
TO PAY THE CCST CF RESIIILIION FRCMCCPmuNIly SERvICx

Efel.UrPENI SUBSICIZED
BITH GRAN! FLAGS, PRGVIOE A DIRECT SERVICE IC THL VICTIM UR THE CCmmunIlY. THE
PkOGRAm BILL BE ADMINISIEREOBY THt GUILE OF THE y0ufh CLukG1hAluR UNCER THEAUSPICES CF THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY CUvERNmENT.

IBU bUlm.lahlhACIGnS, 1Ht 4-h
CLOD AND 'ME EARLY LEARNING, INC.* BILL PROVIDE LtA0Eks1-10 'RAINING, $A,CAIILNAL
TRAINING ANC SuPERVISICN CF REFEkkEC JUVENILES.

61

TOTAL FOP SLATE:
1868,196 2

I' /
V t;

41.

Tl
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJDP RELATING TO RESTITUTIoN PROGRAMS
NCH-BLOCK AWARDS FILE. FY 69 - 81 .

STATE: MASSACFUSEITS .8

GRANT NO.
,.7,80FAX0220

AWARD AMCUNT
8171A42

FUNOING HISTCPY
C 78 OF

40
8171.842

AWARD GATE
09/80/7a

BEGIN UA1E cNU DATE
10/01/70 11/30/80

PRCJECT MCNITOR STATUS

PACE 16

0/24/8I

SMITH. FRANK 0. END -DATE PASSEL

GRANTEE NAME AND'ADDRESS
ASSCCIATICE FCR SUPPORT OF HUMAN SRV INC
FCRTY-TWO ARNCLO STREET

.wESTFIELO, MA 01085

TITLES YOUTH RESTITUTION PRCGRAN

PRCJECT DIRECTOR
ALICE BAKER

REPCRT PRCOUCED? N CCST CENTER: CJJDP - SPECIAL EMPFASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY
!NE GCAL CF THE PROJECT IS TC REDUCE THE INCARCERATION CF ACJUUICATED YOUTH BY
USING RESTITLTION AS AN ALTERNATIVE. TARGET YOUTH RILL dt. THOSE INVoLVE0 IN
CFFENSES SLCH AS CAPAGE TC HUES. CAR VANDALISM. NO:CHU.," MOVING VEHICLE
VICLATIONS. TPEFT. CR CThER OFFENSES WHICH MIGHT NUM:ALLY LEAU TU
INCARCERATION...THE PRIME OBJECTIVES ARE TO REDUCE BY HALF THE NUMBER OF YOUTH
INCARCIRATED IN 1976 AND DOUBLE THE RATE OF RESTITUTION FRUm 4a IN 1976 BY THE
ENO CF THE FlkST FUNDED YEAR. SINCE JANUARY 1. 1978. THE APPLICip HAS ASSISTED
IN COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION BY PLACING 16 YOUTH. THOU 1S TH BASIS CF
PROPCSEO ACTIVITIES OF THIS PFCGRAN. TFE CRUCIAL GAP IS IN I-CI:MAULED) LINKAUE
BETWEEN THE COURTS AND A SPECIFIC COMMUNITY-BASED AGENCY ',HIGH S.LULC AUL, A
SMOOTH FLCW FRCN AOJUCICATION THROUGH RESTITUTION. PROBLENb OF IMPLEMENTATION
WOULO BE SC SLIGHT THAT IT IS EXPECTED THAT THE SYSTEM woULU BE FREE-bLANCIEG
WITHIN TWC YEARS. THIS PROGRAM WILL PRCVIOE FOR THE ASHb TL ACT AS THE
COMMUNITY-BASED AGENCY AND BE THE -CCNCU1T FOR THE ASSIGNMENT OF ADJUDICATED
YOUTH TO UVER FCRTY AGENCIES WITH WHOM THE APPLICANT HAS A NUKING RELATIONSHIP.

GRANT NO.
78E0AX0167

AWARD AMCUNT
8370.925

AWARD CATE
09/30/78

FUNDING HISTORY PRCJECT NCNITOR
C 78 fC 8370.925 CLFSCN. NARK

GRANTEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
CITY CF LYNN. MASSACHUSETTS
LYNN YOUTH 'SERVICE BUREAU
ONE MARKET STREET
LYNN. NA CISCI

J

BEGIN UATE 81.0 DATE
10/01/78 04/30/81

MD.

STATUS
ACTIVE '

PRCJECT C1RECTUR
RICHARD ftbirip

j
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR OJJCP RELATING TO REStiltJ110. PROGRAMS
hCh-BLCCK AMARDS FILE. fY 69 - 81

TITLE: INDIVIDUALIZED RESTIILTICh PROGRAM FOR JUVENILE OFFENDERS

REPORT PROCCCED? N COST CENTER: CJJOP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PAGE 17
02/24/81

PRCJECT SUmMAPY
THE PROJECT WILL SUPPCRT THE LYNN YOUTH RESOURCE BUREAL IN AN EFFCRT IC;
PROVIDE AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION AND TO INClEASE IHE SENSE OF
RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY Ch IHE PART OF JUVEhlot UFFENGERS FOR.ThEIR
DELINQUENT OEFAPIUR; PROVIDE 30ME REDRESS OF SAIISFALI1ON WITH REGARD IL IHE
REASONABLE VALUE CF THE DAMAGE OR LOSS SUFFERED BY VICTIMS OF JUVENILE
CFFENOERS; CREATE A GREATER COMMUNITY CUNFIOENCE IN IHE JUVENILE JUSTICE
PROCESS: ANC ACHIEVE A RECUCfICN IN RECIDIVIbM OF PARIICIPAIINo JUVENILES IN
LYNN. THE PROGRAM PLANS BTU SERV SEVENtY -FIVE YLLtH IN YEAR ONE AND ONE HUNDRED
YOUTH IN YEAR TWO BY PRLDUCINC IVIDuALIZED RESTITOI ION PLANS WHICH AkE
EQUITABLE IC THE OFFENSES AND PROVI OUNSELING OPTIONS AND JOB SKILLS. THE
CASES -SELECTED FOR RESIITUIION mILL REPRESENT VARIOUS CATEGORIES ,

MISDEMEANORS AND/OR FELONY OFFENSES AGAINST PERSONS.

GRANT NO. AWARD AMOUNT AWARD DATE BEGIN DATE END DATE
/8EDAX0I70 ,$3".866 09/30/78 10/C1/76 09/30/81

FUNDING HISTORY
0 78 EU 5354.575

e D 78 LC $44.704

GRANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS
CITY cF NEW BEDFORD
JUVENILE COURT
MUNICIPAL BUILDING
NEW BECFCRO. MA

TITLE: JUVENILE RESTITUTION

PROJECT MONITOR
WOLFSON. MARK

STATUS
ACTIVE

PROJECI DINELIOR
OONALU GOMEL

REPORT PROCUCEC? N COST CENTER: CJJDP-SPECIAL 'EMPHASIS

rA
PROJECT SUMMARI-.1
THE NEW BEOFCRD AESTiluTIDN PROJECT WILL BE DESIGNED IL PhilVILJE IHE NEW BEDFORC
JUVENILE COUNT WITH SIXTY RESTItUTICN ALIERNAIIVE(5LCTs At ANY UNE TINE. THIS
WILL BE ACCOMPLISHEC BY THE ESIABLISHPENI CF A MECHANISM khtREBY THE
PARTICIPANTS lh RESTITUTION-TYPE OFFENSES WHICH.RtACh 1ht COURT WILL ENOAGE IN
A MEDIATION MODEL WHICH WILL IDENTIFY4JHE NEEDS. ASPIRATIONS. AND GOALS OF
INCIVICUAL RESTITUTION PRCGRAPS. BY PREVIDING EFFECTIVE KESIITUIION
ALTERNATIVES THE PROJECT WILL: REDUCE THE NUMBER OF JUVENILES COMMITTED TO DIST
REDUCE THE RECIUIVISM CF THOSE YOUTHS INVOLVED IN THE PROGRAM BY PKCVIUING A
COMPREHENSIVE PROCESS WHICH INCLUDES COUNSELING. JUB REAUINtSS TRAINING. AND
ACTUAL JOB PLACEMERTS. ACHIEVE VICTIM SATISFACtION. THE PROJECT IS LESIGNED TO

6

ct
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CATEGORI L AWARDS FOR CJJOP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PAGE 18.

NON-BLOCK AWARCS FILE. FY 69 - 8I 02/24/81

ENCOURAGE VIC PIM PARTICIPATION IN THE PROCESS. INCREASE THE SENSE OF
RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY Ch THE PART OF YOUTHFUL OffENUERS. ANO
ESTABLISH COMMUNITY CONFIDENCE IN THE JUVENILE JOSIICE PROCESS. THE PROJECT
MILL CONTAIN A PUBLIC INFORMATION MEUIA COMPONENT mHtCh WILT. BE DESIGNED ID THE
WORKINGS CF THE PROJECT IN AN EFFORT TC INCREASE CUMMUNITY CONFIDENCE IN THE
JUVENILE JUSTICE PROCESS.

GRANT NO.
78JSAA0044

AWARD AMOUNT
$660.699

AWARD FATE
07/18/78

BEGIN DATE
07/16/78

FUNDING HISTORY PROJECT MONITOR
0 78 JS 5510.699 WOLFSON. NARK
S 80 JS $150.000

ENO DATE
J3/28/BI

STATUS
ACTIVE

GRANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS PROJECT DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH SERVICES EVILYN FRI ECmAN
294 WASHINGTON STREET
BOSTON. MA 02114

TITLE: MASSACHUSETTS RAILROAC RESTITUTION PROJECT

REPORT PROCdOEC7 N COST CENTER: CJJOP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

N......\

PROJECT SUMMARY. ..,. %,

THE MASSACHUSETTS RAILROAD RESTITUTION PROJECT WILL At A JoINIC7 FUNDED PROGRAM
UNDER THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINGGENCYPREVEMICA'S UNSOLICITED
MODEL PROGRA, CATEGORY CF FUNLS ANC TFE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR. YOUTH EMPLOYMENT
ACT FUNDS. ThE MAJOR OBJECTIVE OF THIS PROGRAM IS TO PROIOE FOR THE SOCIAL AND
VOCATIONAL RE,BABILITATION AND TRAINING OF COMMITTED OR HE ERRED JUVENILE
C ENDERS. THIS RILL.TIE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE ImPLEmENTATI OF A STATEWIDE MODEL
V

44)1

CT1m RESTITUTIUN PROCESS IN WHICH JUVENILE OFFENDERS h L BE PLACED IN
S PRATED PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT. AND TRAINED SU THAT HEY CAN SEEK FUTURE
mpLOYMENT. IN ADDITION. THEY WILL MAKE RESTITUTION TO I Ix VICTIMS. ThE
PROGRAM WILL BE ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF YOU ticvlOES THROUGH ITS
SEVEN REGIONAL OFFICES. A CENTRAL STAFF WILL PROVIDE OVERALL POLICY DIRECTION
AND MANAGEMENT FOR THE RESTITUTION PROCGSS. EACH ars REGION WILL HAVE A
RESTITUTION COORDINATOR WHO WILL MANAGE THE RESTITUTION PROCESS FOR ThEIR
REGION UNDER THE DIRECTION ANC CONTROL OF THE REGIuNAL DIRECTOR. DYS PROJECTS
SERVING 450. 16 TC 17 YEAR OLC COMMITTED CR REFERRED JUVENILE OFFENDERS FOR THE
I8 MONTH PER IOC OF THIS GRANT.

It.

1'
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AOCATEOCRICAL AmARDS FCR CJJCP RELATING TO RtSIITUTION P'FICGRAMS PAGE 19
NON -BLOCK AMARDS ILE. FY 69 - 81 02/24/81

GRANT AO.
79JSAX0014

AMARO ARCLNT AMARO DATE
$88,803 ' 43/09/79

FUNDING HISTCRY
O 79 JS
D. 79 JS

.R 79 Je

$428.607
$341.431

$1.627.

JIEGIN DATE
03/12/79

PROJECT MCNITOR
MCLFSEN, MARK

GRANTEE NAPE AID ADDRESS
DISTRICT CLEAT CF EAST NORFOLK
FIVE hONDREC CHESTNUT STREET
QUINCY, MA 02169

TITLE: JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROCRAM

INC CATt
O6/30/7.9

STATUS
ENO-DATE PASSEC

PRCJEC1 OIRECfOR
TO Bt NAMEC

REPCRT PeCCOCED? N CCST CENTER: CJJDP -.SPECIAL EMPhASIS

PRCJECT SLPmARY
THIS PROGRAM KILL tACCRPORATE A JUVENILE RESTITUTION PRCuRAM AT THE DISTRICT
COURT OF EAST NORFpLK. CUINCY, MASS. AS AN ALTERNATIVE TU CuMMITMENT FOR ALL
JUVENILE CFFEACERS mHERE DAMAGES RESULTING FROM A JCVEAILE.S CFEENSE ARE CF
MEASURA8LE MCKETARY VALUE. THE PRCJECT MILL ALSC OFFER EMPLOYMENT TO ThESE
JUVENILE OFFENDERS BY EXPANDING THE PRESENT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT KNE.RN AS THE
EARN-IT PRCGRAM AT THE DISTRICT COURT CF EAST 40AFULK. APPRUXIMATELY 320 YOUTH
PER YEAR mill BE SERVED.

GRANT NO.
79JSAX0030

AWARD AMCLNT
$645.236

AMARO DATE
G8/24/79

JUACIAG HISTCRY PROJECT MCNITOR
0 79 JS $341.431 MCLFSCA. MARK
S 80 JS . $319.015
O 00 JS 815.210

GRANTEE NAPE AND AODRESS
TRIAL COURT CF MASSACHUSETTS
EAST NOR LK CIVISIO
FIFTY CH S1AL1 STREET
QUINCY, RA 02169

. TITLE: .0JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGRAM

BEGIN 041E ENO DATE'
07/01/79 12/30/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

PRCJECT DIRECTOR
CHRISTINE CtANE

,

REPCRT PRCCICE07 N CCST CENTER: CJJDP -SPECIAL EMPhASIS

. .
it

I.
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FCR CJJDP RELATING TO RESTITUTIO4 PROGRAMS PAGE 20

Nth-BLOCK /WARES Fitt. -FY 69 - Al 02/24/El

PROJECT SUMMARY
THIS PROGRAM WILL INCCRPORATE A JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROuRAM AT THE DISTRICT
COURT OF EAST NORFOLK. 4UIKLY.,MASS. AS AN ALTERNATIvt IU LLOMITMENT TCR ALL
JUVENILE CFFENDERS WHERE DAMAGES RESULTING FRUM A JUvthILE's OFFENSE ARE CE
MEASURABLE MONETARY VALUE. THE PROJECT WILL ALSO UFFEK EMPLOYMENT TO THESE
JUVENILE OFFEALERS BY EXPANDING THE PRESENT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT KNOWN AS THE
EARN-IT PKCORAA AT THE OISTRICT COURT OF EAST NORFOLK. APOkuXlmAIELY 320 YOUTH
PEP YEAR WILL BE SERVED.

TOTAL FOR STATE; $2,247:371

rI
A 4.
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FUR CJJOP RELATING TO RESII1U1ILN PROGRAMS PACE 21
NON-BLOCK AWARCS FILE. FY 69 - SI 02/24/81

STATE: MICI-1,EAN

GRANT NO.
THOAx0143

AWARD AMOUNI
s538,439

AWARD Ulf
09/30/78

BEGIN DATE
10/01/70

VW

ENO DATE
11130181

FUNC ING HISTORY PROJECT MONITOR STATUS
0 18 ED $538,439 ELFSEN, MAKE ACIIVt

GRANTEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
COUNTY OF wAYNE, MICHIGAN
JUVENILE DIVISION, PRCBAIE COURT
1025 EAST FORESI
DETROIT, PI 48701

TITLE: , POSITIVE AMEN FOR VouTH

PROECT DIRECTOR
WILLIAM wIccIhs

REPORT PROCUCED? N COST CENTER: CJJDP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY'
THE COUNTY CF WAYNE, MICHIGAN JUVENILE DIVISION PROBATE COURT WILL BE THE
GRANTEE FCR IPIS RESTITUTION PROJECT. TO ACHIEVE ITS (.1.AL OF REDUCING JUVENILE
ERNE, IE JUVENILE COURT IN WAYNE COUNTY WILL IMPLEMENT A RESTITUTION PROJECT
AFTEA, ADJUOICAIICh. THE PROJECT WILL BE HOUSE.) IN (ME LOUkT.S CLINIC SERVICES
DIVISION, ANC THE DIRECTOR OF THIS DIVISION WILL BE IHE PRO CT UIRECTOR. A
RESTITUTION COCRCINATCR ARC TWO VICTIM ADVOCATES AND A Olt WILL AI/MINISTER
THE PROJECT ANC THEY WILL BE HOUSED IN Hit CLINIC SERVICE DIVISION INTAKE
UNIT. THE PRCJECT WILL IMPLEMENT A RESTITUTION PROGRAM ht CH WILL ENABLE
ADJUDICATED JCVERIlt OFT-WOE/IS TO MAKE MCREIARY REST111.1 ON CM ENGAGE IN
SERVICE TO TPF VICTIM CR lht COMMUNITY. C.E.T.A. PLACE/4E TS WILL BE USE.., FCR
ELIGIBLE loCUTP, TO ENABLE THE OFFENDER IC EARN MONEY ANC PAY KEsTITUTIdN. WHERE
A YOUTH IS NCI C.E.T.A. ELIGIBLE THE YCUTH WILL at PLACE IN CUMMUNITY SERVICE
OR VICTIM SEPV1CL. THE WAYNE CCUNIY JUVENILE COURT ROJEC S SERVING 1.200
YOUTHS A YEAR FUR THE THREE YEARS CF THIS GRANI.

TOTAL FOR STATE: 1538.439 1
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CATEGCRICAL AWARDS FOR CJJOP RELATING TU RES1101uN PROGRAMS PAGE 22
NON-BLOCK AhAROS BILE. FY 6S - 81 02/24/81

STATE: MINNESCIA

GRANT NC.
78EDAX0Isi

AkARD'AMCUNT AkARO DATE
$443,716 09/30/78

FUNDING SISICRY
0 78 ED $458,690
0 78 ED $14,S74

GRANTEE NAME ARO ADDRESS
DEPARTkEhT CF CCuRi SERVICES
JUVENILE pRCSAIION DIvISICh
915 FIFTH STREET SOUTH
MINNEAPOLIS, kh 55415

BEGIN DATE
12/01/76

PRCJECT MCNIIOR
SCHWARTZ, KATHY

END CATE
03/31/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

PRCJtLI CIRELICA
DAVID K SitENsuN

TITLE: RESIItUTION iftLGRAN FOR JUVENILE OFFENDERS

"ally REPCRI PROLUCEC? h COST CENTER: CJJ0P-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE GRANTEE FCR THIS R STITUTICh P,,RCGRAM FOR JUVENILE OffiNUERS HILL BE
HENNEPIN COLKIY. THE G ANT HILL BE ADMINISTERED UY INE NtNNEPIN COUNTY.
DEPARIMENT Ef CLuRT SE ,LCESN'JUVENICE PROBALION SERVICE). THE PROJECT WILL
IsP.i,Nro 11E511W:11,EN ACCESS FCRADJUOICAVED DEL 1NUtra UFFENDEAS HMILH RILL
/NUM. MINVETARY AND CCMMUNIIY SERVICE RESTITUTION LumPUnENIS. YOUTH 1.119 ARE
ORCERED TC PARE MONEIRRY RESTITLTICh, AND MHO CC NUT HAVE INELMEANS TeTAKE
PAYMENTS,.WILL BE PLACE() IN EMPLOYMENT SLOTS MHICH ARE 5upPaRIED BY OJJOP
FUNDS. THE GRANTEE PRCJECTS SERVING 55b YOUTH PER YEAR Lk 1100 YOUTH FCR THE
TWC YEAR GRAN) PERIOD.

GRANT NO.
790FAX0028

AkARD AMCUNT OAR() DATE BEGIN DATE
$320,263 02/16/79 03/01/79

A 4,,

EAU DATE
az/28/81

FUNDING H1SFCFY PRCJECT MONItUR STATUS
0 79 OF $320.263 SCHNARTIs RAINY ACTIVE

. GRANTEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
FOREST LAKE YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU
1068 SOUTH LAKE STREET
FOREST LAKE. MN 55D25

PRCJECT olgECTLIK
TOM OSkALD

TITLE: RASHINGICN CCONTY ILVENILE RESTITUTICN ALTERNATIVE
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CATEGCRICAL AKARCS FOR CJJEIP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PACE 23

NCH-BLOCK AwARCS FILE, FY 6S - Vt u2/29/61

REPORT PROCLCFC? N COST CENTER: CJJOP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PRCJECT SUMMARY
UNDER AGREEMENT KITH THE hASmINUILN COUNTY CUURT THIS PkuJEOT will Vt
ADMINISTERED BY THE FCRLST LAKE 7LLTH SERVICE BUREAU. Iris PROJECT KILL PROVIDE
A RESTITUTION ALTERNAIIRE IL 90 PERCENT LF THE YoUIFT ALJUDICATE0 ELK
SHOPLIFTING, VANLALIsM, THEFT. PURSE SNATCHING, ANU UIHER ACTS uEEmE0 .

APPRUPRIATE FOR THE PRUGRAm BY THE JUVENILE JUUGI. II IS PKGJELILC THAT T7E USE
CF THE RESTITOTILN ALTERNATIVE MILL RESULT IN A IU PLRCENT ALGOCTION IN
INCARCERATION. WHEN A PETIIICN IS RECEIVED Ch Ah YOUTH, A RESTITUTION
CCCROINATOR RILL BE ASsIGNEU IC REVIEW THE CASE lu utTERmINE IHE WILTIM.S LOSS,

NEGLITATE A RESITILTION ACRELmENT BE1KEEN THE THE vILTIM Ahu 1HE OFFENCES,.
S KILL BE PRESENTEO TO 1ME CUURT AT ilmE OF THE COURT HLAMINU. IF A,YLOTH

EITHER PLEADS GUILTY ER IS FOUNC GUILTY, THE COURT FINES THAI RESTITUTION IS
APPROPRIATE, ANC THE YOUTH AGREES TO RESTITUTION, THE LLUNT WILL ALLPI THE
NEGOTIATEC CENTRACT IN Its ORCER. PROJECT STAFF KIEL THEN REFER THE YOUTH TO
EMPLEYMENT OR COMMUNITY SERVICE SLOTS. THE GRANT PROJECTS SERVING 475 YOUTH
OVER THE ThL YEARS OF THE GRANT.

GRANT NC.
79E0Ax0015

A.30 AmCUNT AWARD CATE
$243,453 C2/23/79

FUNDING HISTORY PROJECT RENITCR
G 79 EC 9243,453 SCtikARTZ, KATHY

GRANTEE NAME AND Al2ORESS PRCJECT DIREGIUm
RED LAKE TRIBAL COUNCIL GEORGE SPEARS
PU BOA 197
BEMICJI, Ph 5E601

BEGIN DATE ENJ DATE
03/01/79 Ue/2.3/Ell

STATUS
ACTIVE

'TITLE: JUVENILE RESTITUTION

REPCRT PROCOCED? N COST CENTER: EAJDP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS.

PRCJECT SIMPAFY
THE RED LAKE TRIBAL COUNCIL WILL BE THE GRANTEE FUR THIS RESTITUTIUN PROJECT. A
RESTITUTILN STAFF WILL BE ESTABLISREO UNDER THE AUSPICES OF TRIBAL COUNCIL TO
ACM INISTER THIS GRANT. ADJUDICATED DELINGLIENT YCLTH, RFC COMM OFFENSES
AGAINST PROPERTY ANL PERSONS, WILL HAVE THEIR CASEA LREENEU BY THE RESTITUTION
PROJECT STAFF. WHERE THE STAFF DETERMINES THAT RESTITUTION IS APPROPRIATE THEY
K11,1 ACVGCATE Ilk THIS DISPOSITION WITH THE COURT. It THL JUDGE DETERMINES THAT
RbSTITOICh IS ApPRCPRIATI, IT WILL HUD A SERIES OF MEANINGS WHERE THE
RESTIMILN AMOUNT ANC TYPE WILL BE NEGOTIATED. AFTER THIS HEARING THE COURT
WELL DETERMINE ANC LAGER THE AMOUNT ANC TAUF RESTITUTION., THE RESTITUTION
CRCERED MAY BE IN THE FCRM OF MONETARY PAYmE TS lu THE VILIIP, MONETARY
PAYMENTS IC THE COMMUNITY, VICTIM SERVICE OR COMMUNITY SLKVICE. YOUTH GROUTED
10 MAKE AE5111010. RILL THEN BE REFERRED TO By PROJECT STAFF TO EMPLOYERS, UR
COMMUNITY SERVICES AGENCIES. THE APPLICANT PROJECTS SLKVINU 350 CLIENTS OVER

I

a

'49



.1

,

CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJDP RELATIAG TO RESTITu1l6h PRLOANS PACE 24 .

NONdLOCK AWAROS FILE, FY 69 dl 02A24/81
.

.
THE TWO YEARS OF TFE GRANT.

TOTAL FOP STATE: $1.007.432- 3'

A

.

L

A

Li



72

CATEGCRICAL AwARCS FOR CJJDP RELATING TO RESITICTIJN PREGRAMS PAGE 25
NCA-BLCCK AWARDS FILE, FY 69 - 81 02/24/EI

STATE: AEVALA

A

GRANT NG. AWARD ARUM AHARD LATE BEGIN UATt ENU DATE
79E0Ax0009 $686.598 12/14/76 01/0ailv J2/16/81

FUNDING MUSICK': FRCJECT MONITOR
0 79 ED 1686.998 LODGE. DOLGLAS

GRANTEE NINE ANL ADDRESS
STATE DEPARTEhl CF HUMAN RESCURCES
YOUTH SERVICES AGENCY. ROC" 6CC
KlhKEAD BUILDING. 505 EAST KING STREET

4mdkftsoq CIT,Y. AV

STATUS
ACTIVE

PRCJECT GIRECICk
MICHAEL RAIL

TITLE: RESTITUTION-AN ALTERNATIVE IC INCARCERATION

REPCRT PRCCUCEC? N CCST CENTER: CJJOP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

FRCJECT SUMMARY
THE OEPARTMEET OF HUMAN RESOURCES. YOUTH SERVICES AGENCY. RILL COOkUINATE A
STATEWIDE PMCGRAM IL IMPLEMENT RESTITCTICh AS AN ALTERNATI.E Tu INCARCERATION
IN EACH CF TEE NINE JUDICIAL CISTRICTS. IN NEVADA. uunINv THE IRO YEAR PRUOkAm.
APPROxImATELY dIC JUVENILE OFF-EWERS WILL MAKE RESIITUlluN IC THE VILIUS OF
THEIR CRIMES BY PRLYILINO MONETARY ASSISTANCE OR BY PERFURmING oIRECT 4ERVICE.
PROJECT ACTIVITIES WILL INCLUDE JOB COUNSELING Phu PLACEMENT. SudSICIZED
EmPLLYNENT ANL GENERAL PRCBATICH COUNSELING. THIS PROJECT HAS StLECTEU FCR
FUNDING FRCM A LARGE NUMBER Of APPLICATICNS WHICH HERE RECEIVED IN CUmPETITIVE
RESPONSE TO TEE PROGRAM ANNOUNCEMENT RESTITUTION: AN ALTERNATIVE TO
INCARCERATICE.

GRANT NC. '1 AWARD AmCENT AWARD DATE
79JNAX0016 1496.113 04/04/79

FUNDING HISTCRV PROJECT mCNITOR
0 79 JP. $221.113 8I0N01. LCUIS
5 80 JN S/75.000

BEGIN DATE 'ENG CATE
04/01/ii 03/31/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

GRANTEE NAPE AND ADDRESS PROJECT CIRECTOM
NAT CNCL CF JUVENILE. FAMILY CT JUDGES LOUIS a RChAkUY
.P0 6C0 8978
RENO. NV 89567

TITLE: JUVENILE COURT JUDGES TRAINING PROJECT

td

U
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CATEDCRICAL AwARtS FOR CJJGP RELATING TO RESTIMIUN PROGRAMS PAGE 26
KA-BLCCK AFARCS FILL, FY 69 - BI 02/24/81

REPORT PROOLCED7 N CtS1 CENTER: CJJ0P-NIJJOP

'PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE GENERAL PLRPO4?44 THIS PRCJECI IS TO PRLVIDE TRAININ6 IC JUVENILE CLLRI
JUDGES ANO ETHER CUURI RELATEC PERSCNNEL IN URUEk THAI THEY MAY BE ABLE IC PURE
EFFECTIVELY CARRY UUT THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES. THE MAJGN LBJECTIVES LF 1HI5
PRCJECT IRE AS FOLLG: 1U PRCVIDE INSTRUCTION RFICH EMPhiSZAES IHE UNCEPT OF
DETNSTITUTIOAALIZEO SERVICES FLR DELIAOUENT CHILURth. IL EXPLORE IHE
POSSIBILITY CF RESIITOILA AS AN ALTERNATIVE OISPuSII1LAAL REOUIREMENT FUR THE
YOLTHFUL OFFENDER ANO AS A FULL GP PARTIAL RELIEF LU IFE VICTIM; Iu PRQVILE
INSTRUCTION FCCUSEU UN DIVERSION ANC OEINSTITUTIUNALIZAIWN LE STATUS uFFEADER.
PARTICULARLY FROM FACILIIIES IN 1N1CH CELINCUENTS Akt 5ERVEL; IU PRLVIDE
INSTRUCTION WFICF EMPHASIZES THE PRINCIPLE CF DUE PRLGESS. NCI UNLy In COLRI
RELATED PRCGRAPS BUI ALSO IN SCNCOL DISCIPLINARY SITuA1luN5 Ahu 5LLIAL AGENCY
DETERMINATILW$ AFFECTING CHILDREN ANDYCUTH; AND IL pROVIUE INSTRUCTION whiCH
URGES THAI CHILDREN NCI BE SEBVEu IN THE SAME FACILITIES AS ADULTS. [MAURO IHE
ONE YEAR GRANT PERIOD CONCENTRATED TRAINING RILL tit PRLVIOLD FOR A ILIAL LF 570
JUVENILE COURT JUDGES AND COORI RELATEC PERSONNEL. IN ADDITION SOL JUVENILE
JUSTICE SYSTEM PERSUNNEL RILL BENEFIT FRCM TRAINING PRCGRAMS PROVIDED IN
CLOPERATICA R1111 LOCAL. STATE. REWUNAL. AND/OR hAITONAL ORGANliAlIONS.

TOTAL FOR STATE:

s.

11.183.111 2

Y..
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CAIEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJOP RELRIING TO RESIllu116h PROGRAMS
NCN -BLOCK AWARDS FILE. FY 6S - 81

SLATE: NEM FR4PSH1RE

0 GRANT NC.
7e0FAx0221

AWARD AmCUNI AWARD CATE
5110.61,5 C9/30/78

fo
FuhUlNu (USURY FFCJECT PChllOk
U 78 .UF $110,615 SMIlh, FRANK L.

3RANIEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
!HE FRIENDS PROGRAM, INCORPukAILL
PC ecx 1331
CLACCIRC. hr C330I

BEGIN UAIE tNU 0Alt
10/01/78 04/30/80

PACE 27

02/24/El

ENO -DATE PASSED

PRCJECI LIKECluR
RICHAkU mAxStN

1111.6. RESIIIUIICN PRCGRAM FLA ADJUCICATED JUVENILE LE-BENDERS

REBER! FRCELCE0 N COSI (AMER: CJJ0P-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

FNCJECI SUMMARY
IFE FRIENDS PROGRAM HAS BEEN CONOUCIING A RE1111U1ILK pRJELI FOR YLOF TEA!
ARE MEMBERS CF IHE FRIENDS FOR !hit PAST YEAR. out Tu IHE SuCCESS OF IHIS
SERVICE, IHE CGACCRO DISIRICI CLORT, PPC8AIICh CHILE Aho INE CONCLAD PuCICE
CEPARIMENI FAYE REWESIEO IFAI IHE FRIENDS EXPAND IIS KESTAILI1uN COMPLNENIS IC
ACCoMMCIDAIE POST ADJUDILAIEJ VLUIH. IHE LtNLuRD LISIrlol LUURI HAS AGREE,. IC
REFER APPRCXIMATELY 60 YOUTH PER TEAR 10 IHE FRIENDS A! A IERM OF YHEIK
PRCBAIILN. TFE PROGRAM HAS OBIAINEE MORE THAN ENUUGH AGREEmthIS FRuM BUSINESSES
AND GUMMI/411V AGENCIES ill PLACE IHE EK,ECIEU NUBBER LF ktFtkRALS. JUVENILES
REFERRED BY IRE LCHLERD DISTRICT CCuRT IL SERVE KtSIllulION mr6 ARE 1NUKESIED
IN WORKING Al IHE FRIENDS PROGRAM WILL BE CAREFULLY SUFERV1SED AND COUNSELED.
!HEIR L8JECII4E WILL el IC HAVE IHE YOUTH COMPLEIE A mtAhlh4FLL RESIIILIICh
PROJECI !NAT WILL MEET THE COKIRACIUAL REQUIREMEhIS WHILE AI IHE SAME LIME
PROVIDE AN ATMOSPHERE FIR POSITIVE AND RESPONSIBLE

10IAL FOP STATE:

4

0'1 (- ,
I ..)

1
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FCR CJJOP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PR6GRAmS PACE 29
NCN -BLOCK ARARCS FILE, FY 69 - dl C2/24/61

STATE: NEW JERSEY

GRANT NO. AWARD ARGUN! AWARD DATE
78E0A10161 9520,375 09/30/78

BEGIN uAlt ENU DATE
01/15/79 0c/14/61

FUNCING hISTCRy PROJECT MCWOR STATUS
0 78 EU 020,375 SMITH, FRANK G. ENO-DATE PASSEL

'GRANTEE NAPE AND AGGRESS PROJECT DIRELTUR
SUPREME CLURT OF NEW JERSEY EDWAkD NIERIERA
ACMINISTRATIYE OFFICE CF THE CCURT
34'9 STATE NOUSE ANNEK
TRENTCh, hJ C8625

TITLE: STATE OF NEW JERSEY JUVENILE RESTITUTICA PRLGRAm

REPORT PRODUCEJ? N COST CENTER: CJJ0P-SPECIAL trONASIS

,

ROJECT SUMMARY .

HE STATE LF NE.. JERSEY JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROW:Am IS BEING IMPLEmENTtU BY
HE STATE SUPREME COURT lh 19 COUNTIES. THE PROGRAM MALL dt ADmINISItRE0 BY ThE
OmINISTRATIVE OFFICE .0F,THE COURTS. THE PROJECT AM:8E55LS ThE LACK LF

MEANINGFUL DISPCIPILNAL ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION WHICH RESULT IN YOUTH
BEING MORE AccouRwmtem l.THEIR BEHAVIOR. THE GOAL CF THt PRLJECT IS T

INVOLVE 2,499 YOUTH Pk TEAR, ACES 14 IL 18, IN A STAIERIUE RESTITUTION PROGRAM
AND IC PROVIDE PARTIAL REDRESS TO VICTIMS CF JUVENILE LRImt, ENHANCING TFE
'IMAGE OF ThE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ANO REOUCING THt N.m8LN GF YOUTHS
COMmITTE0 IC JUVENILE INSTITUTIONS BY 202 PER YEAR. LF T t 4,49; YOUTHS TO BE
SERVED. 232 YCUTI !ILL BE PLACED IN RESTITUTION IN LIEU INCARCERATION AND
2,262 04 YCUTIE1ER ADJUDICATED YCUT WILL PARTICIPATE IN THE Po AM. ALA. 2043Sk
REDUCTION IN ThE RECIDIVISM RATE IS A COMPANION UOAL Of 1111 PROGRAM.

,

r

GRANT NO. AWARD AMCUNI AWARD CATE BEGIN DATE EM) DATE
78E0A70169. $271,048 04/.10/78 10/15/7d 05101/81

FUNDING HISTCRY PRCJECT MC4ITOR STATUS
0 78 ED 8278.148 SMITH. FRANK C. ' ACTIVE

GRANTEE' NAME ANO ADDRESS
CAMDEN COUNTY VIDMATICN OEPAATMENT
827 MARKET STREET
CAMDEN, NJ 08101

PROJECT CIPECTUR
KENNETH dUSHYtAGER

TITLE: CAMOEN CCONTY JUVENILE RESIITLTICN PROGRAM

A
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CAIEGCRICAl AWARDS PER CJJCP RELATING IC RESII/C/Ich PRGGRAMS PAGE 29

NCR -BLOCK AWARDS FILE, FY 69 - AT J2/24/81

REPORT PROCUCEO? N 'GCSE CENTER: CJJ0P-SPECIAL EMFRAsIS

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE CAMDEN (AUNTY JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGRAM WILL dt EslAdlIsHtu WITHIN THE
CAMDEN CCOTV PRUBATILN DEPARTMENT AND .LOuCESTER CLUNIY ANU WILL SERVE THE
JUVENILE ANC CEMESIIC RELATICAS COURT. ALTHOUGH ONE AIM OF IRE PROGRAM WILL BE
THE RESURAIILN IC THE VICTIM. THE PRIMAAY THRUST WILL BE iU CORRECT AND
REkAEILITATE THE JUVENILE. uPCh THE FINDING OF DELIAuENLY IhROLA,H A FLRMAL
HEARING. IFE JUVENILE LCUNI JUDGE WILL CCNSIDER IHt POTENTIAL PLACEMENT CF
YOUTH IN THE RESIITuTICN PROGRAM. If DEEMED APPROPRIATE A RESTIEUlIoN
INVESTIGATICA RILL BE LAUREL. IRE JUVENILE ANL, DOMESTIC RELATIONS COLRIS ALSC
SERVES :AU:LEITER COUNTY. ItstREFCRE A ICIAL GE 322 AUJuDICATtu DELINCuthIS
RILO'BE SERVED, 300 FACm CAMDEN AND 32 FkOm GLOUCESTER. A 4u% REOUCIICh IN THE
RECIDIVISM RATE OF DELINQUENTS PARIICIPALING IN THE RL111IulICN PRULRAM IS A
GLMPANIGh GOAL.

MAL FOR STATE: $798:523 2
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJDP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PAGE 30
NCR -BLOCK AwAROS FILE, FY 69- 81 02/24/el

STATE: NEW VW(

GRANT NO.
78EDAX0162

AWAMO AMOUNT AWARD DATE DEGIE. UATE ENO DATE
12,185,6/7 C9/30/78 11/23/78 10/2E/81

WAGING HISTORY PROJECT MONITOR
. 0 78 El) 32,289.325 SMITH, FRANK O.

C 78 EL 8103,E98 49

GRANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS
NEW YORK STATE DIVISICN Cr PROBATION

AlObak WILOIRO
EMPIRE STATE FLA2A
ALBANY, NY 12223

SEAMS
ACTIVE

PROJECT DIREOTOR
TO Ot NAMED

TITLE: NEW YCRK STATE RESTITUTION PROGRAM

-

. REPORT PROGULEO? N COST CENTER: CJJDP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PRCJEtT SUMMARY
THE "JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROJECT IS BEING IMPLEMENTEL dk THE NEW WAR STATE
DIVISION LE PRCBATION IN NINE COUNTIES. THE PARJICIPATINU COUNTIES ARE:
SOFFOLK, NASSAU, ALBANY, RENSSELAER, SCHENECTAUY, 8AKATOGA, FOLTUN, MONTUCMER4
ANC WARREN. TEE PROGRAM WILL BE ADMINISTERED BY THE NEW YUkK STATE CIVISILN CF
PRCBATION IN THREE SITES: SITE I - SUFFOLK COUNTY, St+L II - NASSAU COUNTY, AND
SITE III.- REGIONAL ORCLP OPSTATEvCCUNTIES INCLUDING ALBANY, SChENECTALY,
SARATOGA, RENSSELAER, FULTON, MONTGOMERY, ANO WARREN COONIIES. DEE COUNTIES
VARY IN NATURE FOCA RURAL TO PETROPCLITAN/SUBUR8AN. THE GOAL OF THE PROJECT IS
TO INVOLVE 432 YOUTH PER YEAR, AGES 10 TO 16, IN AN AUJWILATED RESTITUTION
PROGRAM, ARO TO THEREFORE PRCVIDE PARTIAL OR TOTAL REDNESS TO VICTIMS OF
JUVENILE CRIME, ENFANCING THE IMAGE OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ANL RELUCING
THE NEWER OF YOUTHS COMITIES TO JUVENILE INSTITUTIONS.

TOTAL FOR STATE:

t

79-489 0 -81 - -6

82,185,627

(
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CAIEGUFICAL AWARDS FOR CJJOP RELAIING 10 REST11016h PROGRAMS
ACA-BLCCK AWARCS FILE, FY 65 - 81

kTATE: 01.IO

GRANT NO.
78E0AX0t57

AWARD ANCUNI
ST45.542

AWARD CAIE
09/30/78

BEGIN DATE ENU DATE
11/01/78 J1/31/81

FUNDING HISICRY ° PRCJECT MCNITOR )IAIUS
C 78 ED -$749.542 %CLEAN. MARK

GRANTEE NAPE ANU ADDRESS
GEAUGA CCUNIY COPMISSICNERS
COURT HCUSE ANNEX
CFAROCA..CF 44024 .

PACE 31

G i/ 24 / I

ENO-DAVE PASSEC

PREJELI OIFELluk
GLORIA 4KUPE

TIILE: GEAUGA CCUNIY -JUN OFFENDER-ALTERNATIVE 10 INLAPCERAIIC/14

PERCPT PROCLCEC? N CCST CENIER: CJJOPSPECIAL ENFhASIS

'PRCJECT SUMMARY
THIS PROJECT IS FUNDED PURSUANT TO THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INIIIATIVE. RESTITUTION
BY JUVENILE OFFENDERS: ALTERNATIVE, TO INCARCERATION. THIS PROJECT WILL SOPPORI
IhE GEAUGA CCLNIY JUVENILE CURT IN AN EFFCMT TO PRCVILE AN ALTERNATIVE TC
INCARCERATION ANL TO INCREASE THE SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY CA
THE PART OF JUVENILE OFFENdERS FOR THEJR DELINQUENT BEMAVIOR. IHIS PROGRAM ILL
SERVICE 322 AEJUCICATED YCUTH V A IND YEAR PERIOD IHRLLOH DIRECT MONETARY 0
PAYMENT MALLON SUPPORTEU COMMUNITY SERVICE WORK 10 1,41,uti YUAN %NU WILL MAKE
REST ITUT ICN TC THE VICTIMS OF CRIME. THE PROJECT MILL WE IMPLEMENTEL BY A
CCCNTY-VICE RESTITUTION PACCESS IN WHICH JUVENILE OFFEhOLkS WILL BE PLACEL AND
TRAINED IN PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT. 1HIS PROGRAM WILL BE ACNINISIERED BY THE
GEAUGA CCUNIY WOK PRCGRAM OFFICE.

. GRANT NO. AWARD ARCUNT AWARD CATE BEGIN DAIc ENO DAIE
790FAX0034 $608,350 03/01/75 03/01/79 02/28/81

fUNDING HISTCRY PROJECT MCNITOR
0 79 OF 3608. 350 SMITI4 FRANK D.

GRANTEE NINE ANC ADDRESS
CINCINNATI INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE
222 EAST LEN IRAL PARKWAY
CINCINNATI. CM 45202

TIILE:

STATUS
ACIIVE

PRCJELI UlkELTOk
JAY TALBOT

HAMILTON OMIT JOY COURT RESITUTION WORK THERAPY PROGRAM

32

3/1
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CATEGORICAL A4AMDS FUR CJJDP RELATING IC RESITILTION PRL.GRANS PAGE 32

:,ACA -BLCCK AWARDS FILE. FY b9 - Og/2eEl

REPCRT PROCuCES?

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THIS PROJECT IS BEING FUNDED PURSUANT 10 THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INITIATIVE.
.RESTITUTION BY JUVENILE CFFENCERS: AN ALTERNATIVE IL IhcARLEKATICh." INES
PROJECT VILE SUPPER! THE FAMILTON COUNTY JUVENILE COLA! IN AN EFFLRJ IL PRCvIDE
AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION ARC TO INCREASE THE SENSE OK REsPLASIEILITY ANC

ACCCuNTABILITy Oh THE PART up JUVENILE UFFENOEkS FOR ImEIR DEllhulJENT tithAVIUK.
THIS PKCGRAP VILE SERVICE 500 ACJODICATED YOUTH IN A 2 YEAR PERIUU ThkOUGP
CIRECT MONETARY PAYMENT IhROuGh SUPpoRIEJ kUMmuNIIY SERVICE RUKA 10 TARGET
YOUTH VHC MILL MAKE RESTITuTILN TC THE VICTIMS CI- CHIME.-ImE PRLJELT VIII BE

IPPLEMENTED TV A COUNTY-VICE RESTITUTION PkuCESS IN Vnlln JUVENILE LFFENLERS
VILE BE PLACED AND TRAINED IN PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLJYMENI. THIS PKUURAM VILE BE

ADMINISTERED BY THE CINCINNATI INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE.

CCSY CENTER: CJJUP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

GRANT NC. 'AWARD AMCLNT AWARD DATE
79E0Ax0002 150.640 11/09/78

r-
PROJECIACNIIOR

00.64C SChhARIL, KATHY
FUNDING POSICAY
0 79 ELI

GRANTEE NAME Ah0 ADDRESS
'

13E0100-HARRISON COUNTY JUVENILE 01S7
ROUTE ONE hAPCNI1 RCAC
!AINT CLAIRSVILLE. CH 43950

TITLE: JUVENILE RESIIILTICW/I,CRII PROGRAM

4EPCRT PACCLCED7 N CCST CENTER:

PRCJECT SUMmAPY
Nis PRDJECI 1S BEING FUNDED PURSUANT 10 THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INITIATIVE.
"RESTITUTION ev JUVENILE OFFENCERS: AN ALTERNATIVE lu INCAhLERAI4CN.. THIS
PROJECT MILLISUPPW THE BELNEhl-NARkISCN COUNTY JUVENILE DISTRICT IN AN EFFORT

IC PROVIDE AN ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION AND. TO IhChEASE.ThE SENSE CF
RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCCIATABILITY th.ThE PART CF JUVENILE WENCERS FIR TFEIR
DELINQUENT'BEFAVIOR. THE PROGRAM WILL SERVE b3 ADJUDICATED TULIN IN A'ONE YEAR
FER° THRCUGm PXCVICING RESTINTACM 114=01 CCRALINITY SERVICE JOBS AND

RAyBEREs TO.ERE:eiCzims SUBSIDIZED THROUGH GRANT FUNDS.

BEGIN DATE
12/01/7d

ENO CATE
0e/2WBO,

SIAluS
ENG-DATE PASSEL

PRCJECT LIRECTLK
CHET KALIS

CJJDP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

I

0

s\

I
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CATEGORICAL AWAROS'FOR. OJJOP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PRCGRAMS PAGE 33
NCN-BLCCK AWARCS FILE, Fv69 - 81 02/24/81

GRANT NO.
79EDAX0003

AWARD AMCUNT
$212,071

AWARO CATE
11/0S/78

BEGIN OM
12/01/Ed

END DATE
II/ 30/81

FUNDING HISTORY PRCJECT MCNITOR S TATUSO 79 ED $212,071 SMITH, PRANK U. ACTIVE

GRANTEE NAME ANC AOCRESS
SOMME COUNTY JUVENILE COURT
650 UAN STREET
AKRCA, CH 44310

TITLE: CHILL RESPONSIBILITY PROJECT

PRCJECT DIRECTOR
NICK,LAI DEL GRUSsO

REPORT PROCUCEO? N COST,,CENTER: CJAUP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY
PROJECT ACCRESSES THE LACK OF MEANINGFUL DISPOSITICNAL ALTERNATIVES TO

INCARCERATICN WHICH RESULT IN YOUTH BEING HELD MORE ACLCuNTABLE FOR THEIR
OtHAVIOR. THE COURT ExPECIS 10 SERVE'300 YOUTH PER YEAR. AGES 12-17, VIA
PLACEMENTS WITH 31 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES. LOmPENsATIG6 FOR WORK PERFORMED
WILL BE AT THE RATE OF $2.65 PER HOUR.wITH THE

KES1114.14WAKAJNT NOT TLEXCEEC ACTUAL LCSS OR $600.

GRANT NO.
79E0A70b04

AWARO AMCUNT AWARO CATE
$247,501 11/05/78

BEGIN DATE
12/01/79

END CATE
11/ 30/81

FUNDING HISTORY PRCJECT MCNITOR STATUSO 79, ED $247,501 SMITH, FRANK O. ACTIVE

GRANTEE NAME ANC AOCRESS
LUCAS COUNTY JUVENILE CCURT
429 MICHIGAN STREET
ICLEDC, CH 43624

PROJECT DIRELTUR
DON POmPA,

TITLE: LUCAS COUNTY JUVENILE COURT RESTITUTION PROGRAM

REPCRT PRODUCED? N COST CENTER: CJ/DP-SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE PURPOSE OF THIS PROJECT IS 10 INVOLVE 1,000 YOUTH AGES 14 ANO-EVER IN THE
JUVENILE COURT RESTItutICN PRCGRAM, THEREBY ENHANCING THE COMMUNITY IMAGE OF
THE CGURI, PROVIDING REORESS A VICTIMS GF JUVENILE LRIPE ARC INLREASINCOTHE
ACCOUNTABILITY SY YOUTH FCR THEIR BEHAVIOR. RESTITUTION WILL BE MADE VIA;
DIRECT MCNETARY PAYMENT: INDIRECT MONETARY PAYMENT THALUGH VEKFLAXAACE GF WORK
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CATEGORICAL AWARCS FOR CJJCP RELATING 10 RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PAGE 34

NON-BLOCK AWARCS FILE. FY 69 - d1 02/24181

FOR THE VICTIM ANON COMMUNITY SERVICE JOBS. THE PROJECT, DESIGN ALSO INCLUDES A
PUBLIC AWARENESS/E0OCATICN COMPONENT AND ACLIENI TRACKINo SYSTEM.

GRANT h0.
ITJSAKOOD8

AWARD AMOUNT
$239.400

AWARD CATE
02/23/79

fUhOING HISTCRY PRCJECT MCNITOR
L 19 JS $239.40C .CLFSCN. MARK

BEGIN DATE
03/01/79

ENO DAIL

STATuS
ACTIVE

GRANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS PRCJELT DIFECILk
ADAMS COUNTY ecARc OF COMMISSIONERS WILLIAM SNANNOh
ADAMS CCLNTY CCuWTHCLSE
NEST UNICN. CF 45693

TITLE: AOAPS-BROW CCUNIY JUVENILE LFFENDER RESTITLTILh PKCJECT

REPCRT PRCCLCED7 N COST CENTEFT CJJCP- SPECIAL EMPHAsIS

Ave.
FRCJECT SUMMARY
THE GRANTEE FCK THIS PROJECT IS ThE ADAMS CUATY BOAS° CF LoPMISSIChERS THEY
WILL ADMJN1STETI.THE GRANT FUR BOTH COU4T1ES. THE PAOJECT. WHICH WILL BE
IMPLEMENTED lh BOTH CCLATIES. HAS AS ITS PRIMARY GOAL Tht EJTABLIShmEhT Cf AN
EFFECTIVE) MESTITUTICN PROGRAM-AS AN ADdIT,IDNAL ALTERNATIVE TL INAOITIONAL
INCARCERATICh FOR ADJUCICATED DELINQUENT) OFFENDERS. THIS uUAL WILL 8E
ACCCPPLISFEC er PLACING CCORT REFERRED ADJUDICATED YOUTH UN RESTITUTICh.
RESTITUTION MAY TAKE FCRM CF EITHERJUIRECT MONETARY PAYMENTS. DWELT SERVICE TO
THE VICTIM. COMMUNITY SERVICE GR A COMBINATION CF THESE. THE APPLICANT PRCJECTS
SERVING 446 ACJUDICATED DELINQUENT YCUTh WHO WOULD HAVE LTHEKRISE BEEN
INCARCERATED.

GRANT NO.
so.isAxoctott

AmARD ANCLNT
$48,407

(AWARD DATE
03/10/d0

-

FUNDING HISTCRY PROJECT.MCNITOR
0 80 JS ' $48.407 SCHWARTZ, KATHY

GRANTEE NAPE ANC ADDRESS
BELMCNT MARKISON JUVENILE DISTRICT
SARGLS JUVENILE CENTER
68131 HAMMOND 14 4./

SAINT CLAI E, OH 43950 -

TI1L( JUVENILE RESTITUTION/WCRK PROGRAM

0

BEGIN CAVE END CATE
03/C1/80 02/28/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

PRCJECT DIRECTO.
CHET KALIS
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CAIEGDOICAL A.ARCS FOR CJJOP RELATING TO RESTINT ION PROGRAMS PACE 35
o2/24/atNON -BLOCK AwAROS FILE. FY 69 - dl

REPCRI PROCUCE07 N CLST CENTEK7 CJJOP-SPECIAL EMPAASIS

PkCJEC1 SUMMARY
THIS PROJECT IS A CCATINOAIILA OF IRE

13ELYIONT-mAkRISIA CUONIY JUVENILE UISIRICIJUVENILE RESTITUTILN/NORK PROGRAM. IRIS PROJECI NAS 111E uNLY RURAL PROGRAMFUNOEL uRCER IRE PRCGRAm AANGuNCEMENI RESII1uTICh BY JUVENILE uFFENOERS: ANALTERNATIVE IC INCARGERATICN. IRE GLALS CF EHE PkiJAEL1 ARE IL. INVOLVE 95CHILDREN (WRING IIS SECOND YEAR CF CPERAlION ANC lu (A1NIINue 14.1 PRUVIUE REORESSIC !FE VICTIMS Of JUVENILE CRIME IC ENHANCE IRE cummt,nilr IMAGE uF IhE JUVENILECOURI ANC 10 INCREASE 1FE ACCOLNIABILITY CF yOuIN5 FIA IriElm REHAVIOK IMRCUGHRESTIT11101. VIA Jud PLACEENJ.

101AL FOR STATE: $2.155,911
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJCP RELATING TO RESIIIUIIUN PROGRAM PAGE 36

11AIE: CKLAHCMA

GRAN! NO.

NGN-BLOCK AwARGS440. FY 69 - El

AWARD AmC4h1 AWARD OAIE0 BEGIN DAZE ENO MI
194S6X0009 0340,3s8 02/23119 03/01/79 02/20/81

HJNCING I ISICRY PROJECT MCNFIOR
U 79 JS $340,398 SCHwART2. RAINY

GRANTEE NAPE AND AOCEESS
JUVENILE BUREAU 01SI CI OF OKLAHOPA Chit,
321 PARR AVENUE, NOON 214 '

_

TKLAHOMA CI41. CR 13102

STEWS
ACIIVE

PROJEGI ulktLIUki
ANNE ASPLUNC

TITLE: CKLAFONA CCUKTV JuiEhILE BUREAu RESTITUTION PROGRAM.

REPCPI PRCCuCE07 COSI.CENIER: CJJCP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

02/2./81

PRCJECI SIOMARI,
THE PRCJECT IS BEING FUNOED PuRSMONI TO !NE SPECIAL EmPhASIS INITIATIVE,
*RESIIJOIOM EireJiMENILE ,..CFENOSRS: ALTERNATIVE IU INCARLENAIIGN. falls PROJECT

. MILL SUPPORT IhE MOO:4A COuNTY, IN Ak MC"! TO PRUVIOE AnyALTERNATIVE IC
INCARCERAJJON Awl IG fhGREASE Ipt SENSE OF RESPCNSIBILIIY ALLCONTABILIly Lh
IhE PAR! CF JUVENILE CFFINGEOS FUR TRW /*LIMNER! bEHAVIuk. THIS PRLORAP WILL
SERVICE 1.800 AUJGDICAIEC JUVENILE YCLTH IF A 2 YEAR PERIuG litICOGB CIRECI
MONETARY PAYMENT, AhL IHRuuGH SUPPLRIED COMMUNITY SERVILE 66RX 1ARGEI YCUJH
OHO WILL MAXE'RESIINIICN 10 ThE VICTIMS OF CRIPE. THE PRUJEGT WILL bE
1PPLEMENTEO EY A CUUNTYRIOE RESTIILIICh PRLCESS IN 6h1Ch JUVENILE CF1660ERS
WILL BE PLACEC ANG TOAINEC IN PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT. THIS PROGRAM NILE BE

ADNIkritED BY-THE JUVENILE 81A/EAU uF IHE UISTRILI LLL40 OF CKLAHLMA CLUNIY.

4

TOTAL FOR STATE:

0

030.39d

Si P

)

1

,11

I 4
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CATEGORICAL AWARCS FCR CJ.711\RELATING TO REST I lu I luN PRCGRAMS RAGE 37NC -BLOCK AWA FILE, FY 09 -.8/ 02/24/81
STATE: CREOLE

GRANT NO. AWARD AACLNI, AwARO OATS
10/20/76X1N1990005 $441 ,?14 '3)

FuNC ING F I S EERY /
C 77 NI $472.697
0 77 hl 124.92.1

GRANTEE NAME AhU ACORESS
INSTITUTE CF PLL ICY ANALYSIS
171 HIGH STREET. soil/ 222
EUGENE, CR 97402

TITLE: JUVENILE RESET IL TICK

BEGIN VAIL LNL CATE
10/20/to 12/21/18

PRCJECT MLNI TER sIATuS
SWAIN, PAMELA IhALI AVAIL AUG

PRLJELI LIRtuTLR
PETER k 5LhkeluER

REPCRI PROOLCEO? Y COST CENTER: EJJ0P-NLAJOP

I

-,PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE PURPCSE CE THIS PRCJECT IS TC

EVALUATE THE RESf11UTIUN PROJECTS FuNOEC BYTHE OFFICE OF4UVENILE JUSTICE 1.90 DELINGUENEY PREVENITUN. THE LvALuATILN WILLINCLUDE PROCESS AND IMPACT CLAPENENTS
ANG MILL FLLU4 UN Ink RESEAKCh uuESTILNOF WHAT TYPES OFIPROGMAMS AWE EFFECTIVE
FOR WHAT uFFERGERS ANC uNCER WHATCONOIllukS. THE uESIGF. PREVIDES FLR

WITHIN AND ALkuSS SITE EL:WARTS:AS IN fLuRAREAS: RECIDIVISM RcOLETICN. VICTIM IMPACT, COMMUNITY ImPAE1, ANO PRGGRAmPIECE SS.

I

GRANT 140. 14.10 ARCUNT
19JNA 80009 $18 352, E4 5

luNDING HISTCRY
0 79 JN $102,441
S 80 JA $8.9,598

GRANTEE hAPE 'ANC ACORESS
INSTITUTE CF PCLICY ANALYSIS
717 HIGH STREET, RICCA 222
EUGENE. OR 47401

AWARD CATE
G1/29/79

PRCJECT kChITER
SWAIN, PAMELA

BEGIN DATE AND DATE
31/2S/7v 14/30/d0

SIATUS
thD-DATE PASSED

PRCJECT 018841614
PETER k SLmkEIVER

TITLES OA fICAAL EVALUATIEN CF JUVENILE RESTITUTION PM...AC TS

REPCRT PRECUCE07 Y CCST CENTER: CJJOP-NIJJUP

QC
../ j v.

I
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CATEGORICAL AUAkCS FCR CJJOP RELATING 10 145111014.h RREGRAMS PACE 38
ACA -8ECCA AmARES FILE. FY 69 - 81 0i/A/E1

PROJECT SUMMARY
THIS PkOJEEIt 10 BE SUPPORTED BY JUVENILE JUSTICE tJhI FUNDS. MILL IIIVCLVE THE
SECCNO PHASE CF A NATIONAL EVAIOATION LF ()JAI, JUVtNILL RESIITUTION
01111ATIvE. ENE PAJGR CoJECTIVES CF THIS EVALuAlLuN ARE: lu.DEVELLP INFCRMATILN
ON THE TYPES CF RESIIIUIIUN PROGRAMS TEAT Akt MOST LIAtLY lu; REUUCt JUVENILE
RECIDIVISM; INCREASE VICTIM SATISFACTICh AND/OR CI HAVE THE GREATEST IMPALE UN
MEMBERS CF iki COMMUNITY. IN TERMS OF THEIR VIERS Uf uPEAATILAS OF Ml JUVENILE
JUSTICE SYStEm; 10 DEVELOP INFCRMATION Oh THE CCMPARAIIVt LuST-EFFECTIVENESS OF
CIFFERENI TYPES OF RESIIILIION PROGRAMS FOR ACHIEVING EACH OF THE-.A8UVE
ALTERNATIVE GOALS; ANC EL CEVEECIP uESCRIPtIvE ANG ANALHILAL INFURRAIIUN CN
ImPLEMENTATICh PRuCESSES AND PROBLEMS, ANU CHANGtS IN PAuGkAm OPERAIING

V PROCEDURES OCRING 1,E FIRST YEAR CF It* NATIONAL EVALuAIIGh HAS
OEVELLPED AN E uAlION DESIGN INCLUDING PROCESS ANO IMPALE LEMPUllthl, IL BE
ImPLEmtNIE0 AI VEN OF TEE FCRIY-FCuR PROJECTS. 0

TOTAL FOR STATE: ' 11.800.6P

41)

9
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CATEGORICAL ARANCS FOR UJJOP RELATING IL FUSTAILIluN PROGRAMS PACE 39

NChdLCCK 08APCS FILE. FY 69 81 02/26/81

STAIR: SCLIk GARCON.'

GRANT NO.
tbDFAX0214

ANARO ANCUNI
$208.235

FUNDING kIIIORY
C 18 CF 120E4235

GRANTEE P.M ANC AOCRESS
TOGENT UFIrEC RAT
VOLuNIARY.ACTICh CENTER
FL.00A 2646
CPARLESICN. SC 25603

AWARD CAIE
C9/30/78

BEGIN DAIL Eho DAIL
11/01/18 JI/31/81

FRWECI R0hIICR
SChwARIZ. KATHY,

TITLE: JUVENILE RES111U11CN PRCGRAM

SIAIUS
ALINE

PRCJECI DIRELIL.R
Ntaquilh ru,teuk0

REPC01 CPCCLCEC7 h GEST CENTER: CJJUOSPECIAL EMPNA15

FPCJECI SUMMARY
THE PUAPCSE CF THIS PROJECT IS It PROVIDE FuN NE5111,911Ua BY AuJuU1tAlEu
JUVENILE OFFENGERS IN LIEU OF INCARCERATION IHRCUGH A LC/MAUI StkVILE

RESTE1U11C FFEGOAM. !FE FPCJECI EXPECTS 150 YOUTH PER tr..4f, RILL PARTICIRAIE IN

THE PROJECT NO IS AVAILABLE IL ILEA,. BETWEEN 11.1. AuLS CF 1J AND II 0ru HAVE

(VOLUNTARY

PRE. Y OFFENSES. CLRMuNITY StitV,ICE JE.8 WILt. dt COONuINAIL0 BY THE

VOLUNTARY ACTION NIER SUPPLIED BY.PRIWATE ANC PUBLIC CUM:MITE SERVICE

AGENCIES RANGING FROM IhE CHARLESTON POLICE DEPARIAEhl TU THE UAK"GuvE

CHILDREN'S hCPt.

TOTAL FOR STATE: $201.235

19 0

a.

V
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CATEGCRICAL AARCS FUR CJJCP RELATING IU RESTIT4I.WhPRCGR;mS
RCA -BLOCK **ARCS FILE. FY 69 - of

STATE1 TEXAS

GRAM NO.
78JSAX0090

AWARD ANCUhl AwARO LAU
t3C4.3C2 C5/50/E8

FONOINGmISICR.
C Id JS $*32.09t
0 76 JS. 5122, /S4

GRAMMES AGGRESS
vOLIm-CAP. INC PCRAIE0
2E4 CITY CCUT4 BuILUING
EL PAU,. Ix IS9OT

FRCJECI YCNIi CI
SS.HRAPI/. KAlmv

BEGIN (JAIL
II/01/I0

ENU DATE
10/3I/el

STATUS
AL II vE

PRCJtCI vIRECIOR
LAOChhA ML CchhELL

IIILE: YCCIR-oAP. INC VICIII RESIIILIICN PROGRAM

REPCRI PROW-EC? N CCST CENTER: CJJ0P-SPECIAL tMPHASIS

PACE 4u
02/24/8I

PROJECT SUMMARY-
!HIS PROJECI IS BEINOFUNDEO PURSUANI 10 THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS IhITIAOlvE.
"RESTIIUIIOh BY JUVENILE CFFENDERS: *LIEF:WAIVE Io IhLAIICERATTUN." ImIS PROJECT
RILL SUPPORT IRE VCUIH OAP. INC. >IN AN EFFLRI TO RhuVILL AN ALIERNAIIVL IC
INCAGERAIIGN AND IC INCREASE IRE SENSE OP RESPChszeiLlIv ANC ALCOUNIABILITA Ch
THE PAR! OF JUVENILE L41E341E145 FOR imEIR DELINQUENI BEHAVIOR. MI, PROGRAM hILL
SERVE 300 ACJLCICALD YLLIs IA,* YEAH PERIOD ImhuOoN CINEC1 mCNLIARy PAYMENT
THROUGH SUPPCRIEC CuMMONITY SERVICE TO IARGEI /WIN 1.31U RILL MAKE
RESIIICh IC Int VICTIMS OF CRIME. ISE PROJECT RILL BE ImPLLMENIEu e
COUNTY-MICE RESTIIUIIGN PROCESS lh RmICN JUVENILE LFFEhbERS RILL BE PLN

M
TING

!RAINED IN PIALIC SERVICE EMPLCvmEAT. hn1S PRUGRAM RILL Bt AumINISIEREU BY THE
YOUTH -OAP. INC.

a

ICrIAL FOR STAR: %2C9.302

404

a.

(1 1
V/ .4

.1?
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CATEGCRICAL,'AhARCS fUR CJJE.P RELATING Tu RESUINTIL2. PRLUkAMS
NCN-BLOCK AhARDS FILE,4Y 69 - 81

STATE: VIRGINIA.

GRANT NO.
79JSAX0006

AMMO AMCLN
1300.165

FUNDING HISICAY
0 14 JE 1300.764

GRANTEE RIME ANL ILLNESS
CIIY GE KENPCRI,NEws
CLUOT SIRYIC ES
230 TWENTY -FIFTH AREET
NENPORT NtwS, VA 23601

AhAA0 GAIE
C2/21/79

PACJECT AChITLR
FRINx C.

BEGIN OAR
C3/C1//v

chu GAIL
O2/2d/61

STATUS
ACTIvE

PRUE(' UltaCTUR
HANhy S RECLINE.

I

TITLE: RESTITUTION BY JLV LEI-ENT:EMS: ALTERNATIVE IL INLANCEKAWCN

PALE 41

02/24/el

REPCRI PACT:CUD/ N GCSE CENTER: CJJOP-SPECIAL EMPrASTS

S
PRCJEC1 SOMMiRY

TftS.PROJECI IS BEING FUNDED PURSUANT ICITHE SPECIAL EMPHASIS INITIATIVE
STITUTIuN BY JUVENILE UFFENGERS: AN ALTERNATIVE IL INCAKCERATION." THIS

PROJECT MILL ScIPPLRI TrE CITY CF NEWPCRI NEwS JUVENILE CUUNI SERVICES IN AN
EFFORT IL PRCvlUE AN ALTERNATIVE IC INCARC MICE. AhG IL INCREASE THE SENSE OF
RESPONSIBILITY UN THE PART CF JUVENILE UFFE DENS FUN ThEIR UE1.11,,QUEh1 BEHAVIOR.
THIS PROGRAM WILL 3tAtyt'4!S AGJUDICA19 TOUT S IN A 11,C TEAK PLAICE,. THE
JUVENILE LFFENUERS MAY BE DAME& IC PERFORM IRECI.:EILMICES IL THE VILTINS,
PERFORM UNPAIC LCAMONITy SERVICES, CR PERFCRM PAILM.LMMLNIIY SERVICE: h111-
CONTRACT wAGES PAID BY THIS GRANT, ANL kEpITUTUN 16 if% VICTIMS PAIL, FALM THE
RAGES. THE PRCURAA NIEL BE AUPINISTEREC BY THE JUVENILE LUIJA1 SERVICE JNOWTHE

11 AUSPICES OF THE CITY CF NEMPORT NEWS CCI,k1 SERVICES.

KEIL -FOR SfATE, $3G0,785

I.
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FCR CJJOP RELATING TO RES111011uh PREmRANS PAGE 42 .
NCA-BLOCK AMARCS FILE, FY 6S - dl 02/24/81

STATE: wASHINGION

GRANT NO. AmAWDAMEUNJ AhARO DATE /AGIT. UAIE ENO GATE
/8JSA20086 13.635.262 09/25/70 09/25118 04/30/80

HAWING fISTOWY PROJECI MCNITUR
1.1 18 JS 13.635.262 PCRPLIAGE. FRANK

GRANIEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
LAW ANU JUSTICE PLANNING OFFICE
206 GENERAL AcmthistRAiwN euncinc
OLYMPIA. MA SE504

SIAIUS
ENO -DAIE PASSED

IIRCJECI DIRECTOR
IU et NAMEL

TITLE:, IPPLEPENIATICN OF THE JUVENILE LODE (HO -371/

REPEAT PPCCLCEG? N CCSI CEAIER: EJJ0P-FORMULA mkANI G IA

PROJECT SUMMARY
THE PURPLSE Ct THIS PRCJECI IS IC IMPLEMENT THE STATUS OFfENLER AND RESTITUTIOA
PCMTILNS LF IRE RECENILY REVISED JUVENILE CODE IN mASHINC,IuN. IHE CODE PRCVIDES
FOP I GEIAS111LILOAALIIATICK Cl STAILS OFFENGEAS; DIVERSION OF MANY YOUTHFUL
,RSV ILE OFFENUER, ItROUGH RESIltuTIUN; AND DEIERMIAAIL SENIENCING FUR SERICUS

ENILE OFFENDERS. THE PRCJECT will PE IMPLEMENIEU BY A VARIEIY uf STATE.
LOCAI.AND'PRIVATE NOT-FLR-PRLFII AGENCIES._ - -

GRANT NO.
78JSAA01.03

AWARD AMOUN1 AWARD DATE TIEGIK VAIL ENO GATE
SO 09/90/76 11101/78 10 /31/19

FUNDING HISTERY''
0 78 JS 1467.024
0 78 JS 1467.024

PROJECI MONITOR
KEMBLE. KAY

GRANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS
WASHIAGION OFT CF SOCIAL. HEALTH SERV
08-42-J
CLYMPIA. MA 18504

SIATUS
CANCELLED

PROJECI UINECIUK
10 FC NAMEL

TITLE: ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION

REPORT PRODUCED? N' COST SEATER: EJj0P-SPECIAL EMPIASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY

1N.

A
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CAIECLRICAL AWAKES FGR CJJOP RELATING 10 1/L5E116111M PkLe..hAm1 PACE " 1
,NCh-eLuCK AWARCS FILE, FY 6S - di 0e/2,0_61

IRE TITLE CT THE PRLJEC1 IS "ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCEkAllUN" amICH .ILL BE
IPPLENENIE0 BY IHE BUREAU OF JUVENILE REHABILITAIIUN Ot IHE .11,HINGIGN SIAIL
UEPARTMEN1 OF SOCIAL ANC HEAL IH SERVICES IUSHSI., int PRGJEL1 AGeee4sES IHt LACK
GF MEANINGFUL OISPLSIIILNAL ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERAIILN NtsICH RESULT IN YLuit,
BEING NELL MORE ACCGONIABLt FON !HEIR BEHAVIOR. IHL GLAL ut ImE PRUJECI IS IL
ES1ABLISt MODEL RtillUlIGh PRCGRAMS MICH RILL REUULE kEGIUIVISM Arw
eNLARCERAIIGN of JUVENILE OFFENDERS IN SIX COUNTIEJ Ih IHE s1Alc LF .ASHIkCIUN.
THE PkCJICI EAPECIS IC ARVE 1.200 YLUIHS OURING Int Flhal PH,Je,1 YEAR 111kLUGh
FINANCIAL REPARAIICh. CLoroNliv SERVICE Uk A CCRFAINAIILN GE 1rt aAAE.
JUVENICE CCuRIS RILL IMPOSE RESIITUTIUN PURSUANT iu Int Astichof.iN JUVENILE
*JUSIICE ALI CF IS77.

GRANT NO.
79EDAX0005

ARANO AMCGNT
$261.260

AhAlal OA1E
II/20/7B

BEGIN OAR, LNG Caft
12/C1 /7e 11/3/d0

FUNDING HISTORY PXCJEC1 IOLNI1OR STATUS
0 79 ED 1261,260 CLOGE, DCLGLAS thL-CAIL VASSE.0

GRANTEE AIRE ANO :OGRESS
SNONIDNISN CCIAtv
CCLroiv.AppihiSTRATICN BUILCINC
EVERETT. IA St201

PROJECT CINECIOR
JUNE LLUYU

TI1LE: YUAN kESTITUTICMICSERVICES FROJEC1

REPORT PRCCUCEC7 N COST CENIERA CJJOP-SPECIAL EMPHA4IS

WAGE SUMMARY
THE PURPCSE CF THIS PROJECT IS IC COMPENSATE VICTIMS OF JUVENILE CRIME BY
REGUIKING CASH PAYMENT CB COMMUNITY SERVICE BY IHE uFILNUER Ih LIEU Cr
'INCARCERATICh. TIE PROEM EXPECTS TO INVOLVE 150-3C6 wort PER YEAP IN
RESTITUTION ANC IS AVAILABLE TO PCS1.-A0JUOICATEC YUGIts AGES 11 IHRGUGh 15.
CHARGED WITH PROPERTY AND PERSONAL OFFENSES. EMPLGYMEN1 .11.1. BE PRGVILEU
THRGUGH CCLNTY ANU MUNICIPAL YAMS ANL COMMUNITY UEVELLFMthi AyENCIES AS HELL
AS !ME EVER111 MGUSING AUTHORITY, CAMP FIRE GIRLS, ANO IHL SHERWUGU LEARNING
CENTER.

D I

e.
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CATEGCRJCAC Adks FOR CJJOP RELATIRu Iii RksIlluTIEN PRWRAMS PACE 44
E.CN-BLOCK AwARCS FILE, FY 6S - dl 92/24/61.

GRANT Nb. AwARO AMOUNT AWARD OATE 8EGIN JA IE ERU OAFt
79JSAX0010 $461.C24 02126/19 02/26/19 07/a1 /dJ

EURDING HISICRY PROJECT MCNITUR STATES
O 79 JS t40,024 CCOGE. OCUGLAS thE.-uATE hASSEC

GRANTEE NAME AND ADORESS
LA.. ANC JUSTICE PLANNING DIVISION
OFFICE GF FINANCfAL MANAGEMENT
G A ,BUILCING., RULE 206
CLYMPIA. wA 98504

PRCJELT DIFEtIER
DANIEL GREENING

TITLE: ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION

REI:CRT PROCUCEC? N COST CENTER: LJJOP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY
THE- TITLE GF THIS PROJECT IS ALTERNATIVES TO IhcAREERAlluh... THE (*EJECT
ADDRESSES THE LACW-CF MEANINGFUL DISPCSITIONAL ALIERNAIIVES rp INCARCERATION
wHICh RESULT IN YJUTH BEING NEED MORE ALCOUNTABLE FUR THEIR 8EHAVIJC. THE GCAL
CI THE PRCJECT Is IC ESTABLISH MODEL RESTITUTION PREuRAms ....ICH WELL REDUCE
RECIDIVISM ANC INCARCERATION CF JUVENILE UFFENDERS IN SIX LELNIIES IN THE STATE
CF mhImINGTCh. THE PRCJECT EXPECTS TO SERVE 2,200 ANJETH uuRiNG THE FIRST
PROJECT YEAH THRULIEH FIRANcIAL REPARATIUN, COmKURITY sERY10E Lk A CLE3INATICh
CF THE SAME. THE JUVENILE COURT MILL IMPOSE RESTITUTION PuRdEART TG INC
hASHINGICE. JEVENILE JLSTICE ACT UP 1977.

GRANT ND.
80JSAX0029

AWARD AMOUNT AkARO DATE
A520.086 08/13/80

EURDING HISTCRY PROJECT MONITOR
O 80 JS 6520.C86 CCOGE. DOUGLAS

GRARTECKAtE AND ACCRESS
DIVISION Or CRIMINAL 4LSTICE
CFFICE OF, FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
102 NORTH GURU
OLYMPIA/ wA 98104 '

8E61 OATE ERE) CATE

08/ /au . 07/31/81

STATES
ACTIVE

PReJECT ul0EETWE
OAR umtEltika

TITLE: ALTERNATlyES TU INCARCERATIUR:wASHINGTCh SI JLV RESTITUTIS

REPORT PRODUCED? h GIST CENTER: CJJOP- SPECIAL tMPHAsIS

PROJECT SEMPAPy
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CAIEGCRICAL AWARDS FOR CJJDP RECATING TO RESTITUTIGh PRLGRAMS PACE 45

NON-BLOCK AuARCS FILE. FY 69 - 81 02/Z4/81

THIS IS THE SECONC YEAR AWARD FOR A PRUPUSE0 THREE vtAN JUVENILE RESIITUI10:
PROJECT. HIE PROJECT IS BEING IPPLEMENILU IN SIX IIIES IN wASHINGIUN STAIt.
THEY ARL CLARKE COUNTY. CITY Of SEATTLE. KING CCoNTY. BENILN/FKANKLIN COUNTY.
CAWS HAR8CR COUNTY. ANC PASO, CCLNIY. THESE SIIES ARE INPLENENIINL. IME
MONETARY AND COMMUNITY SERVICE RES1111,11LN MODELS iliLh Int COUNTS AKE USING AS
ALIERNATIVES IC IACARCERAIICh AND TRACIIIONAL DISPLS1141,NS. II IS PhuJECIEU
THAT 1.045 YOUTHS WILL BE SERVED BY THE PRuJECI,

GRANT NO.
AIJSAXCOIT

AWARD AMCUNT AWARD DATE
1499.951 01/09/81

5

BEGIN UAIE
10/D1/00

FUNDING HISTCFY. PROJECT mCNITOR
0 81 JS 1494.951 wAHLIIERG, PAUL J.

GRANTEE NAPE AND ADDRESS
WASHINGTON OIVISIUN OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE
OFFICE OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENI
102 NORTH QUINCE GF-01
CLYMPIA. MA 98504

iY
TITLE: CIVEATEC RESTIIUIION

tNu UAIE
UV /30/81

SIATLS
ACTIVE

fRCJEZT WHELTUH
UANIEL t GKELNING

REPCRT PRUOUCED7 N CCST CENTERS OJJDP-FCRPULA UhANI G IA

PRCJECT' SUMMQ4/
THIS PROJECT LL ALLCW FOR THE CONTINLAT1ON OF TWU ulvEkItu RESTIILIION
CCMPONENTS CF A LARGER FY 78 CJJGP DISCRETIONARY PRLJECT ENIITLEU:
*IMPLEMENTATICN Lf THE JUVENILE CODE IHB J711.. THE .1kIGINAL ANAKUI WHICH
FoiALt0s3.635.262. WAS AIMED AT ASSISI1NG THE STATE IN MtE1INC IHL MANDATES OF
ITS REVISEC JUVENILE CCDE. THE CODE MANOMES THE REmLvAL OF SIATUS LFFEN0ERS
FROM JAILS. OtJEATILN AND CORRECTICKAL FACILITIES. SPECIFICALLY. THE KING
COUNTY. COMPONElT CF THE PRLJECI WILL PROVIDE FUR. Ab11CNU tIHER THINGS. THE
CCNI,INUATICN CF SIX RESTITUIICN WORK SITE. ANO THE SEATTLE COMPONENT WILL
PROVIDE PLR CCMMUNITY,BASEC ALTERNATIVES TO INST1IUTILNALItATILN. ALTERNATIVES
TO SLHOOL SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION. VOLTH EMPLOYMENT ACTIVITIES. ANC BASIC
SKILL' TRAINING FOR IHE LEARNING DISABLED. -

TOTAL FOR STATE:

B

I 85.313.583 6

V '

0

V.

4
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STATE:

93

CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR OJJOP RELATING 10 RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PAGE 4e
NCN -BLCCK AAARCS FILE. FY 09 - 81 02/24/el

WISCCNSIN

GRANT NO.
78JSAX0085

0

AWARD AMCUNT AWARO CATE BEGIN OAIE END DATE
S238.244 C9/30/78 10/01/78 05/31/81

FUNDING HISTORY , PRCJECT MCNITCR
0 78 JS 1238.244 WCLFSCN. MARK --

GRANTEE NAME ANC ADDRESS
COUNTY Of CANE. WISCONSIN
ZIC MONA AVENUE
MAOISCh. WI 53701

STATUS
ACTIVE

PkCJECT 01WECTUs
BARBARA KAT

TITLE:, CANE COUNTY AUTh.RESTITUTION PROGRAM

,REPORT PROCUCEO? N CCST CENTER: CJJ0P-5PECLAC ENPNA-SIS

PRCJECI SUMMARY
THE CCONTY OF DANE WILL'BE THE GRANTEE FOR THE DANE CI.E.NTY YOUTH RESTITUTION
PROGRAM WHICH WILL BE ACMINISTERED BY 1HE DANE COUNTY JUVENILE COUNT. HOWEVER.
IRE COURT WILL bE SUBCONTRACTING WITH A NCI-FOR-Pk...FIT AGENLY TC IMPLEMENT-THE
PROJECT. THE PRIMARY GCAL CF ThE PROJECT IS 'THE ESTABLISHMENT UF A RESTITUTION
PROCESS WHICH'WILL HOLD JUVENILE OFFENDERS ACCOUNTABLE FOR THEIR BEXAVIoR ANO
PROVIDE SCNE REDRESS IC VICTIMS OF JUVENILE OFFENSES. 1HE PRCJECT WILL
IMPLEMENT MONETARY. COMMUNITY SERVICE ANU VICTIM SERVILE itEsTITUTICh MODELS. 1-
YOUTH WILL BE REFERRED 10 THE PROJECT BY THE JUVENILE COURT JUDGE 'AFTER
ADJUDICATION. THE AMOUNT AND TYPE GF RESTITUTION will BE MEDIATED BY STAFF .

BETWEEN TFE VICTIM AND THE OFFENDER. .AND THEN. THE CGNIRACT WILL BE SUBMITTED
TO THE JUDGE FCP APPROVAL. OJJCP Rings WILL BE USED TO`SUPPGRT THE YOUTH IN
EMPLOYMENT SLOTS ANO ALSO TO PROVIOE SOME FUNDS TO YOUTH WHO HAVE COMPLETED
THEIR NEGOTIATED HOURS CF COMMUNITY OP. VICTIM SERVICE WES/11E1110h AND ARE*
WILLING TO WORK EXTRA HOURS. 1HE ORANIEE PROJECTS SEWIING 120 'MON EACH YEAR
CF THE ,RANT CR 240 FOR THE TWC YEAR GRANT.

GRANT NO.
78JSAX0099

AWARD AMELla
11.237.930

fUNDINc HISTORY
C 78 JS 5I.237.930

AWARD CATE
C9/30/78

PRCJECT MC4ITOR
WOLFSON. MARK

dir

BEGIN DATE
11/01P7B

END CATE
02/28/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

GRANTEE NAME AND ACIORESS ' PRCJECAECIOR4
NAYWISCONSIN OEPARTMENT CF HEALTH. SGC SERV OENNIS MAL

DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICE ..

ONE WEST WILSON
MADISON. Al 53702

A

4

79-489 0-81--.1

o CI "
kJ s

a

a

0

a
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CATEGORICAL AwARCS FeR CJJCP RELATING TO 7ititsIlluTUJN PROGRAMS PAGE 47
7-74N-BEGGR A*'RCS F11.6 FY- 69,- BY .02/24/61_

TITLE: *ISCLNSEN JUVENILE RESTITLTICN PiloJECT

'REPORT PROCECEUT N CCST CENTER: CJJ0P-rECCAL triFFAsIS

PRCJECT SUMMARY
THE WISCONSIN JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROJECT *ILL bt ALHINIsIEREG DT THE
wISCONSIN GEPARTMENT LP HEALTWANC SOCIAL SERVICE), CONMUNIIT SERVICES
CIVISION. THIS ARINCY VILE dE SLOCE-NI-EgTING 1.1Th ELEYEN COURTS THRLUGHGUT THE
STATE TO ACmIAISTER.RESIIIUT ION PROJECTS FOR MEM JUNISuILTIGN. THESE
JURISDICTIONS ARE: AplAND BARRON, BURNETT, CHIFPE*A. LLUGLAS, MARATHON.

.CLAUKEE, COUNTIES, THE CIIY,UF GREEN BAVAND THE rithLMINtt ik1BAL RESEkyATION.
1HILE SPECIFIC DETAILS THE ItPLEMENIALICN FOK,LACH MA,* yARY, THE BASIL
ELEMENTS IN EACH SITE WILL BE THE SAME. 7HE 1,CAL 1, II, ESTABLISH A HESIIToTION
PROJECT THAT *ill ENABLE A SUBSTANTIAL KART ILNCl- THE AL.J.iuiLATtti DEL INGUENT
CFFENLIERS, *HG ARE REFERRED TL THE PNCJECT, TO COMPLETE EITHER MONETARY
RESFUTUTICN, cit CLMMuNITYSERVICE RESTITUTION. THE sPELIEIL LRGANIEATIGNAl
STRUCTURE FOR THE PRCJECT FOR EACH SITE kill VARY, hChtVEk. ALL SITES
ESTABLISH A ((Pm:AM BLARE: wHICH *Ill NEGOTIATE THE AMOUNT CR TYPE OF
RESTITUTION ONCE THE YLETH HAS BEEN ORCERLD TC PARE ION BY THE COURT., .
THE hEGoTIATEc CU:TRACT Mill THEN-GO BACK TO THE CUURT FUN APPRCVAL. EACH SITE
11111. ESTABLISH, EMPLOYMENT ANC COMMUNITY SERVICE SLOTS T_.: PituJELI YOUTH
CAN BE NEFENREC. THE APPLICANT PROJECTS SERVING 14o yULTH EACH rEAli.uk 1052
EVER THE FIRST TWC r S fF THE-pRCJECT.

TOTAL FOR STATE: $1.476.174 2

I

n
.24

0

7
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CATEGORICAL' AWARDS FOR- C.J.TCP REERTING TO RESTITCHuh PROGRAMS rACE 48
NCA-BLCCX AEARCS FILE, FY 69 - 8L 02/24/81

STAJE: NARK RICC

GRANT NO..
7880Ak0175

AwARO AMCUNT
$279,620

AWARO CATE
C5/30/76

BEGIN OATt thu DATE
10/15/7d 12/31/60

.FONOING NISTcRY PROJECT. MCNITCR. STATUS
C 78 EC $279,620 DIAZ, MONSERRATE thD-DATE PASSEC

4 %
.. A

GRANTEE RAPE ANC AOOPESS
PUERTO RICC CEPT CF AOCICTION SERVICES
PO BOX er
AIC ALEUTS STATICK

.R10 PIEDRAS, PR 00928

r TITLE: CAR I SMA

REPORT PITOCUCED7 N CC51 CENTER:

PRCJECT DIAELTLR
TO BE NAmtu

0J4-SPECIAL

. ' '

EMPRAs1 S

1

par.4Eci SUMMARY ,
CARIVIA (COMMUNITY AMEN FOR RESTITUTION IN SERVICES FLA hC1R*S AcritkvEmNri .
IS BEING IMPLEMENTED BY PUERTO RICO ciESARTMENr Cr ADUICII SEKVICES,,,th, TwU '
JUDICIAL DISTRICTS: AReCIED.JUDICIAL DISTRICT, WHICH INCL S ltik. ).,, aMUNICIPALITIES OF ARetIEO: BARCELCNETA, EAMOY,I,CUEUR4DICLAS,CIALE4eNATILSG, , -,,,MANATI, FLCRICA, AND MUROVIS:, BAYAMON JUDICIAL pitt1124.Tii111,44i INCOMES DAYAMLA,CATANC, CCRGZAL CORACC, GuAVNABO,144110.4J1T0,TLA* LTA, TUA.EAJA1,.. MEGA ALTA. ANL . c 1
VEER BAJA. IFFA AREKS HERE CFICSENBECX0 ' Of''THE EV106h6,E0hHICH ,' INCIOCKE'CF. Jli NILE DELVINWEACK4 Tt c.G11"91 1.43. BE AJ iNISTEktu BY NI 74"* rCtPAOrmasT OF AC tp it.st SERtICE-5,1% THE ITO/lilts ALREAGY MERTILINEO: THE. MUhICIPALITUES M kV IN NATURE FROMRURAL TET,METRGPLOL;ITAN/sUBLRBANI THE GOAL OF

..IPE PROJE&T IS CINVOLVE AND.SERVE 166 ADJUDICATED nuTu IN THE THE. YEAR . ',,, A p8CJEOT pmcc: AGES IQ TO 18, Edil ANY QUENSk MIIN Tht..E6C,LFMNS CF MURDER,k INVOLIATARY HCMIEI6E, YTOLArICAS CF SHE,CgitaaLLLQ, SOSIANGES ACT,
,INCORliqG.18ILIAY, AND ANY vim Int.Ess cRIRI. TMV YbUTFI ALS' FREELY ACCEPT .CARISMA, aAS Al{ klIERAIA.TIgE TO INSTITUTICNOIZATION. BCT,T, VICTIM ANU OFFENOER SHALL ACREE9

o
ICREAKS UR A Ng ItTEASONIRACT.TO ACCEPTKESIITILIN AND KESPECTSEACH MAR'SCIVIL R4GHT,S. ' ..

A'' . o. . , '6 v,

4

>s,

1

H

II

v,

4

A
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CATEGORICAL AwAROS- FOR CJJDP RELATING 10 RES JI 1611UN PROGRAMS PAGE 49
NCR-BLOCK AWARCS FILE, FY 69 - 81 02/24/81

GRANT NO.
81JSAXOD20

AWARD AmCUNT AWARD CATE
. , $230.483 01/14.31,

FUNDING HIS4CIY
0 81 JS $220.483`

BEGIN DATE
01/01/61.

PROJECT mCAITOR
DIAL. MONSERRATE

GRANTEE NAME AND ADDRESS
DIPARTMENT OF ADDICTION SERVICES
FO pox 8 -8
RIQ PIEDRAS STATION
RIO PIEDRAS, PR 00928

TITLE: CAR ISPA

END DATE
10/14/81

STATUS
ACTIVE

4
PRCJECT DIRECTOR
VANESSA bAVLLA

"

REPORT RBDCUCECT, N COST CENTER: CJJDP- SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROJECT SUMMARY . 1,.. <

CARISMA ICOmmuNITY ACTICN. FOR RESTITUTION IN SERVICES fLII MINOR'S ACHIEVEMENT!'
IS BEING IPLEMENTEO BY AliER1C RICO 0Ei,ARTMENT.Cf ADDICTION §ERVILES IN TWEE
JUCICIAL DISTRICTS: ARECI8u, JuDYCIAL DISTRICT,. WHICH INCLUDES THE
MUNICIPALITIES CF ARMED, -BARCELCNETA, COO', OU6ORAUILLAS, CIALES, hATILLO,

.. MANATI. FLORICA, ANO KIROV'S; BAYAMON JUDICIAL CISTRI61 wHILei INCLUDES BAYMLN,
CATRD, CORC/AL, CCRACC,-"GUAYKABDo NARANJITO,.TOA ALIA, IUA BAJA, VEGA.ALTA AND
VEGA BAJA. THESE AREAS WERE-0(CSD, 8ECAUSE CF IRE EVIDENCE ishICH SHLWS A 1-IGH
INCIDENCE OF JUVENILE DEL INOUENCYVuTUADG 'JUDICIAL ..u1SINILT NHILH., 4CLUDES -
CARES, AOJUNTAS AND JAYUYA. THE PROGRAM WILL BE A0mINISTEREC. EY THE APARTMENT
OF ADDICTION SERVICES IN THE TWO SITES ALREADY-MENTILNED. THE MUNICIPALITIES ..

VAR.Y IN hAlUlit FRCm .RURAL TO MEJRCPCL ITAN/SUBURBAN. THE J.CAL CF THE PROJECT IS
s-rErTAVOLVE ANC SERVE 120 ADJUDICATED YUUTII IN 11 MONTH plOTINLATION'LF A THREE
YEAR PRCJECI PERIDD, AGES 1p TO 18, FOR ANY OFFENSE wIlh.IHt EXCEPIIONS OF
MURDER, INVOLUNTARY HOMICIDE, VIOLATI CAS OF THE CUNTRIALLU SUeSIANCES.ACI.
INCORRIG11311.1YY, AND ANY VICTIMLESS CRIME. THE 'RUTH mcST FREELY ACCEPT CARISAIr
AS-AN ALTERNATIVE 10 INSTITUTICNALPATIGN. 85TH VICTIM 4ND E.FF.ENDEK SHALL ALIVE
10- MEANS OF A WRITTEN CONTRACT TO ACCEPT liESTITUIluN ANL) RESPECT EACH OTHER'S
CIVIL RIGHTS. , ,,,:>.

. N.

.1,

TOTAC FOR SIATE: sSC0.103 2

I
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CATEGORICAL AWARDS FOR CJJCP RELATING TO RESTITUTION PROGRAMS PAGE 50
NON-BLOCK ANARCS ELLE. FY 69 .1 81 02/24/81

GRAND TOTAL: 46.4961565- 54

ITEMS RETRIEVED 54

1

.
44.

s

n 1
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MONTHLY REPORT OF THE

1 aioN4; JUVENILE RESTITUTION EVALUATION PROJECT

--'SCHEDIII.,E FOR PROJECT DAT1 REPORTS --

SOLE-SANCTION RESTITUTION COMPARED WITH COMBINED DISPOSITIONS

r e
=- LOCAL 'EVALUATION RESULTS FROM MAINE' PROJECT
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e

-- ANALYSIS OF MIS DATA --

Peter R. Schneider, PhD, Principal Investigator

Anne.I.(. Schneider, PhD, Co-Principal Investigator

Wriliam R. Griffith, M esearch Associate

' *
INSTITUTE OF POLICY ANALYSIS

777 High Street, Suite 222
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Funding for this report and research was provided by Grant Nos.
77-111-99-0p05ana:29-113-A1-0009 from the Law Enforcement Assistance
Adbinistration,vdINDPAIJJDP, Department of Justice, Washington, DC:
ppipts df view or opinions stated in this document are those of-the
authdrs, and ap not necessarily represent icial positipn or

policies of the Department of Justice.
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*HIGHLIGHTS OF THE NATIONAL RESTITUTION INITSATIVEPIN .7l.lyENIiip.4COURTS
:

. w. ,. 0 ..,. . .

. .. 6
Introduction and Oveinhew 1 6 ',

..
. . ..

The documented 'amount of. monetary restitution actually paid in the
re,. . -..-

1 a' 2

..Hational Juvenile RestAuti6 .1n1;latoye has exceeded fl million,accoroing
,

.

to data subfaitted to the Institute Of Policy Analysis through the Manage-

ment Information System.

Monetary restitution has loen collecte.d from about 6,500 referrals,'

who have paid an averagO,Of approximately $165 each. Th=ough November 30

about $2.4 MOIlliOn if 'monetary restitution have been ordered.

Beside the usual analyses of IS data, this Monthly Evaluation,- Report

also contains a summary of some recent findings regarding restitution as a

sole sanction, some results of a local evaluat2w of the 03JDP-funded Ko)ect

ix Maine; and a schedule, for thb production of two-yea: Pro)ect Data Reports.

Nearly 16,000 young.offende?s have beer, referred to restitution, pro-

pects since tne initiative began. More than 11,600 cases have been closed--

about 87 percent of them successfully.

Other highlignts of the initiative areas

I Nearly 17,000 victims were involved in the offenses that resulted in

referrals to restitution projgst? Documenteel4ir la loss exceeds $8.7

million.

Nearly 178,000 hours 6f community service, and mote 4,000 hours of
.

victim service have been worked. The amounts ordered are 318,720 and 5,107

hourt, espeitively-

New Schedule for ?ERs and nis ti

Valuation reports from IPA on a m2gthlv basis will be 'discontinued

after the ?larch MEP- From th4 point or.,evali.ation reports -- featuring

AP

I 3
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MIS data analyses and including summaries ofresearch findings, local, /

evaluations, and so forth.-- will befissued every two months.

In additiOn, the.quarttrly_Project Data Reports will be discontinued.

In their place, two more data repoits will be prehared each project:

one'at theena of the second year of OJJDP funding,hand ehe other at the end

of the third and final year. A schedule for the preparation and mailing of

the two-year reports is included In this evaluation report.

The decrease in the frequency of MERs and PERs.Waslhecessitated by a

decline in the resources available for the national'evaluation. However, the

number of cases as grown so ilarqe that changes in the national statistics

are virtually imperceptible on a month-45-month basit.

SCHEDULE FOR PROJECT DATA REPORTS

In the upcodunqconths, IPX will be producing Project Data Reports

(PDRS)for all restitution projects in initiative covering tneir first two

yegrs of 0JiDP funding. Since not'all projects have the same two-year anni-
.

versary funding date, the PDRs will be prod,.red on a staggered scnedule over

the'next six months. The.PDR schedule is presented be -low:

t

The following projects will have PDRs mailed in MARCH, covering all referrals
an0 closures tfirougn September 36, 1980.

Delaware StAe
Washihgton DC
Lynn; MA
pane County, WI
New Bedford, MA
-Cdmberland, ME

Prince Georges, MD
Alayne, MI

A
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The following projects will have PDRs mailed In,APRIL, covering all referrals
.and closures through October 31, 1980.

The

Charleston, SC
Ventura, CA
Western, ,AR

Camden, NJ
Rao Piedras, PR
Wisconsin State
Quincy; M?.

New Orleans, LA
4efferson County, KY
EL Paso, TX
Geauga Co., OH

following pro5ects will have PDRs mailed in MAI, covering all referrals
Closures through November 30, 1980.

Hennepin Co., MN
New York State
Summit Co., OH
Lucas Co., OH

The following project wall have a PDR mailed in JuNgl covering all referrals
and closures through Dectmber 31, 1980.

Broward Co., FL

THe following projects will have PDRs mailed in JULY, cover all referrals
and closures through January 31, 1981.

Nevada State
New Jersey State

The following projects will have PDRs mailed in AUGUST, covering all referrals
and s}ssures through February 28, 1981.

Ashangton Co., MN
Hobso, ID -
Red Lake, MN
BelmOnt-Harrason, OH.
Oklahoma County, OK
ChicagO, IL
Norwich, CT,

Hamilton Co., OU
Adads-Brown 1Cos., 011

Clayton Co., GA
..Newport News, VA

Washington State

MEP

e,/

I

.

qo
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PA is encouraging all projects to submut MIS Intake forms for all

4

referrals received prior !o the deadline dates.1:1ted above, and MIS closure

forms for all referrals closedlprior to the deldline dates. Please submit

these forms by the tenth of the month preceding the meth that your PDR

be maileP(e.g., if your PDR will be mailed in March, we must receive all of

your MIS forms by the tenth of February, 1981). .Your Evaluation Coordinator

will be contacting ydu with further information regarding the PDR$.

SOLE-SANCTION RESTITUTION COMPARED WITH COMBLNED DISPOSITIONS

,

An important issue in the usekof monetary and community service

restitution as sanctions for juvenile delinquency is whether they should

/ .
be used alone, with np..other.dispositional requirements, or in conjunc-

tion witn other sanctions such as probation. While some Model sentencing

codes and proposed juvenile sole - sanctionJustice standards suggest that sole-sanction

restitutidh is appropriate, it.generally is us4d as a condition of pro-

,' ;
.

bation and hence an "add-en" sentence.

As part of the national evaluation of the 0.7.7E7P-funded juven:le

restitution initiative, the Institute of PolicyAnalysis recently completed

A study which compared juvenile offenders-who received dispositions of

restitution or community service as a sole sanction with those who wecF

given similar sentences ascor.ditions of The research indicated

that the "sole sanction" }fouth's had higher Rrogram completion rates and lower

reoffense rateS than those who were given comoined dispositions.

The study was based on the records of approximately 7,000 referrals to

restitution prZects whose cases had beer. closet. Comparisons were made

among youth in three categories based on the (1;ree of court control:

those referred to projects as a sCle sanction, .itn no additional rec2.1re-

.10
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a

ments, those referred to projects as a,condition of probation, and those

referred to projects while under a suspended commitment to a stage or local

youth corrections agency.

5

According to the data. 95 percent of the offenders who made restitution

as a sole sanction completed their court-ordered requirements, as.compared4
with 87 percent in each of the other two categories. Similarly, youths.

ordered to make restitution as a sole sanction were Less likely to commit new

,offenses. The differencis among the categories c4ntinued to hold even when

other factors -- such as socio-economic status, gender,. critIr police contacts,

and other offense seriousness were taken into account%

. .0
The compItte report mav be cbtained by: writing to the Instituteof Policy

- Analysis, 777 High Street, Suite 222, Eugene, Oregon 97401.

e

LOCAL EVALUATION-RESULTS FROM MAINE PROJECT

A
.0:fenders .being referred to the 0.7MP-funded Restitution Alternatisie

prqoect in southern Maine are similar in most resp'ects to those being incar-

cerated, according to ioca,l evaiu'ator Apry 8. Smitn and f,sslciates.

A major goal of the stud; .as to.delormlne, the extent to which the esti-

tution grojTctil3eing used as an alternative to incarceration' The study

, compared youth in four,dispositional categories: the restitutieff project,

probation, restitution plusprobation, and incarceration.

lhere'wpre no significant'differences among the groups with respect to

race, gender and schetol status. Moreover, youth referred to the restitution

project tended to be Similar to the incarcerates group with respect to offense

' seriousness. Thg data indicated, however, tharincarcerated youth tend to have

more arrests and more prior *c014v.1,ctions.

The success rates for youth rn the resiltution nrdject parallelthose of

the initiative as a whole. they range from 74 percent for monetary restitution
) 1
tq 88 percent for community service.

0 .

C

'0
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' 'Mote than half of the victims for whom restitution was ordered were .'
...

private citizens. About one-third were businesses and 14 percent were
0

public agencies. A

ANALYSIS OF MIS DATA I
- 510 I

/

The restitution projects submitting data through the Management

.6
Information System (MIS) reported a total of 16,997 referrals'and 11,612 case,

closures through the dnd of November, 1980. Currently, 83 of the 85 restitution

A
projects are'subrdtting data. Information about the referrals and'closures. isr ' P"'

contained ire Tables 1 through'14 and reflects data received by IPA as of-
t.-

.

January 9, 1981.

s Types and Amounts of 'Restitution ,

'Monetary restitvtidn remaifas the Rost common iype of restitution ordered,

with 67 percent_of.all, plans involving some monetary repayment to the victim
. .

(rable 1). _The total amount of restitu4intordered is currently about $2:4
.

million and averages about $247 per youth for those ordered to pay some

The total number'of community service flours orcered presently exceeds-.
318,009 and represents an average of 52.hours.pei'youth.for those ordered

0
to completecommunity service. The totallnymber of-victim service hou'rs

ordered (5,104) averages about 32 hours for tht.54erdered to com4ite
$ ,

' service.,

Description of Closed Cases
. e

4,

o.

Nee
a

The 11,612 youths whose cases wereclosed by. the And of Novetber (Table
, I,

.
,,,, ,., .

. je /.
2) paid a total_Of $1,076,200 in restftutioht worked 177.935.houft in unpaid / -

. 's. .- , ,
, . . ..

- community service jobs,
.

and comp,eted.4.157 hours ondiroct victim service.
No.

,

,.

°
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The cumulative'proportion of cases in'which th youth completed the

xestitution requirements as originally ordered gable 4) is currently '2.7

peicent of all closed cases, unchanged from last month's cumulative pro-

pOrtion. When cases closed in full compliance with ad)isted requirements

are Included in the figures, and proDect-identified ineligibles are excluded,
,

the current rate of successful completion for the initiative is 67 *percent.
.

Information about the status of&ouths at the time their restitution was

--completed is contained in Table 10. most of the youths (85.6 percent), had

no subsequent contacts with the ) !Exile courts,after Jt ISZ'Offense that resulted

in a referral to the project to their case clostlre, although 65 per-
,

cent remained under some type ofico.urt supervision after the completion of

their restitution.

characteristics of Offenders, Offenses, and Victims

The characteristics of referrals to the restitution projects continue

to shoK little change (Table 5). Seventy-one percent of all referrals are

'10 ,
white, 76 percent attend school on a full-time basis, 90 percent are male,

and the as average 15:4 yeas.

The total documented loSs currentl,:exceeds S8 ' million, with the--

majorrty of victims tending to be persons or households rather than inst.:,

tutions, businesses, or public property (Table 6).

Burglary is the most common offense for which youths are ordered to

make restitution (Table 7). 'Overall, propertyoffenses comprise about 86

percent of all referrals, personal offehses about ten percent, vidtimless

4 ".
offenses about two peroent,, and other minor Offenses about two percent.

4
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!,1),
'entries rn the table represent.01IS Intake Forms on project re errals hrough November 0, 19f41) that were received at IPA by.Jantor4y, 9, 1981. Plans)involving court costs, fines, and /or. attorney's fees are Hated .epartitely under tyke of restitution only if no othertype of monetary or non-monetary
reltitdtIon was involved. When court costs (fine., etc.) were ordered aloe, with anothor type of restitutio0 then the plan was listed under the Mattercategory. Th. alnoonta of restitution ordered do not include any court costs, fines. ot attorney's foes.

TABLE 1. TYPE AND AMOUNT OF RESTIVITION ORDERED_A__
INTAKE INFORMATION TRANSFERS DEC .368 FEB

i
MAR ARIL MAY JUNE JULY

4

RUC SEPT OCT NOV

CUMULATIVE
THROUGH

NOV 30, 191

REI ERRALS

551 678 811 808 896 902

.

816 800 807 616 705 652 440 15,997
Total number Intakes

thol..r of projects reporting 16 .69 72 75 77 72"..' 04 84 83 83 83 83 83 83

TYPE OF RESTITUTION

1.2_9 635 734 752

.

787 817 721 713 714 0 537 ' 581 528 392 14,605
Total number of plans

I monetary restitution plans . o 367 358 410 461 145 401 383 401 418 300 295 288 225 8,063
I coesornity service plan. s'.---.-1--60

71

.184 191 199 242 297 , 251 216 225 173 210 191 125 4,499
/ victim service plans 8 11 4 5 6 J -2 2 4 . 4 0 90

I with rourt costa, fines Cooly/ 56 5 3 1 4 0 0 ' 3 2 0 2 255
1 ...notary and conaunity service 16 76 97

--4
2

78 85 106 80 90 67 55 '-',..65 53 40 1,613
I monetary and viCti service 0

...-\....
I

1 2 3 2 2 1 2 ... 2 l 0 51

'corneunity and victim service 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 1 0 ` 0 4 0 18 ,

Cher plan) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 16

1 /10,VanS or ASSIng data 22 43 77 .56 109 85 95 87 93 79 124 114 48 1, 392

AMOUNT 01' *0mm7wo ORDERED

591 5 $104.8 $128.7 $122.4 $133.9 $1319.4 $121.0

.

5124,8 11414.0 599.7 $103.1 $90.3
u

$74.9

4

$2, 399. A

lbnetary rrAtitution ordered (In
thousands of dollars)

Community service hoer. ordored 6,162 1.3,492 14,421 15,962 12,901 22,095 19.44 16,878 18,059 12,889 15,771 13,387 8,570 318,720

Victim service hours ordered - 215 640 377 341 620 46 181 127 94 217 66 - 5,104

0 0

CO

O
GTh
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TABLE 2. TYPE AND AMOonT OF RESTITUTION COMPLETED 1F05 CLOSED CASES

a

CLOSURENWORFATION f
0

TRANSFERS DEC {EN F I B MAR APR MAY RUNE JULY AUG SEPT- OCT. NOV

CUMULATIVE

111ROUGli

NOV. 30, 1!
...a-a...mm...3

CLOSURES
7--.."

461 520 SSO

--,=.

S0)

-...........,m

621

.....m.

630 567 805 076 797 642. 645 543 11,612Tueal number of aosbres.

I completgd 0S originally ordered 300 373 401 418 413 '437 406 593 654 599 435 414 350 , 8,411_

I comd.rted with adbritmeuts 35 II
1.2

23 33

NI

38 ..34 41
.5.

71 61 51 42 29 689

.

0 closed -for other reasons 126

,

116 117 152 175 163 127 171 151 137 1aS6 189 164 2,512

--...-----...3a=......3.3wwwww.-
TYPE OF RESTITUTION FOR CLOSED CASES

=cs.,==
443 481

.........

49Q

7C-LISJSCG-...--

S19 547 555

- ----

508

--.-

es

735

-----

R21 730
-.11

395

568

327

547

310

442

255

10,552

5,743

Total number of plans

II monor4vy 'rest 1 t ut ion
29). 242 258 304 324 20 271 369 453

$ community s 3, I co:r
74 16) ' I IS' 149 155 210 186 266 245 239 166 160 133 3,356

..c

4 victim service
0 8 5 5 3 4 3 9 4 3 80

34-
8 vitt court cones. fines (only1 53 22

....--

1 28 7 2 3 4 2 0 2 ' 0 0 203

4 monetary andconveunity service 22 54 60 51 54 91 108 87 65 72 48 1.087

I sveretaryIlul victim service 0 I 5 1 .2 0 1 1 1 3 3 2 2 42

,

*----
4 'coRqun 1ty And victim service 2

---,"--,-

0 I 0 I 1 0 1 0 14

other plans, 0 , 1
1 0 1 0 1 3 27

I no plan* or missing data 18 )9 S8 S4 _24 83 59 70 55. 67 74 98 1011_ 1,060

==ssams,=ars-wassewaemmsm
AMOUNT OF ATITUTIO N COMPLETED

547.2

-......

-
$41 6

-----

542 4

,

$44 3 $57.1 $48 9 $40.2 $76.4 $96.5 $96.4 $71.0 $69.7 $64 7 NO51,076.2Monetary restitution 1.11d fin

thousands OF dol lar$e°'
M

Community service hours worked - 4.447 8,150 9,047 6,5'8 8,7)9 II , 460 9,269 11,434 13.706 17,250 12.192 0,201 7,919 177,935

Victim service hours worked
-...

- 134 670 182 202 1 R4 859 329 388 104 131 75 72 4,157

IData on case closures include all closures through Novemlbr 10, 199 HIS closure forms were received at IPA by January 9, 1981. Court costs and

fines are not included in the amount of restitution completed. Moro de ailed information on reasons for closing cases is in Table 4.

4
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TABLE J. SOURCE OP NONPTARY RESTITUTION FOR CLOSED RESTITUTION CASES1

.

NDUtTARY RESTITUTION TRANSFERS DEC JAN FED
.,

I

,MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE

.-

JULY ' AUG .

,

sql. OCT NOV
CASES CLOSED
- THROUGH

NOV JO. 198

SOURCE OF MONETARY RESTITUTION
.

81% 90%

.

88% 90% 89% 94% 89% 92% 9J% 96%

t

94% - 9J% 89% ' 91%
% Iron youths

% Iron parents 17% 84
-

9% 10% 10% 5% 7% 10% 6% 63% 5% 6% 9% 8%

% from other 1,1 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 1%
--,

11, 1% 0% 0% 1% 2% . 1%

TOTALS 99% 300%
.

101% 100% 99% 99% ; 97% 10J% 100% . 99% 99% 100% 100% 100%

SOURCE OF iOUIUS* MONETARY 1

49 JJ% JJ% J5% J1% 29% J8%. J5% -20%

,

26%

('---

JO% 29% 25% JO%

RES ION r
,s

% tr employment 'found by
h..

4 f employment found by
project* 47%

--

621 60% c91 64% 66% 56% 60% 70% 70%

.

64% 64% 65% 64%

% from saving% or Other -

Sources 5% 59 8% 6% 5% 5%. 6% 6% 9% J% , 6% 9%
;

10% 7% i

TOTALS 101% 166% 101% ',WO,
.

100% 100% 100% A01%4 99%
_

99% . 100% 1921 igtm
V

101%

EARNINGS AND SUBSIDY

$21,936 $42,15/ $38,070 044,721 $50,094 8411696 $44;666 $71,030 $99,258 $101,452"$67,958 $59,976 $98,751 81,002,578Total reported millings

Total.iubZidrfrom project
funds $10,220

/

$15,882 828.440 814,064 $63,817 874,465 811:577 $56,538 $79,992 S78,700 $57.566 $49,942 $42.913 $784.409

% of earnings kept by youths 33% 331 34% 37%

t

30% 24% lb% 31% 31% 281 33% 30% 29% 32%

2
1The reported harnings shown in the lower portion of the tabletinc ude project subsidies and any dol hrs earned in addi,tion to the subsidized amounts that
were kllown to the project.

Q
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TABLE 4. COMPLETION OF ORIGINAL RESTITUTION RDWIRENENTS

CLOSURE INFORMATION
if,.

TRANSFERS DEC _ ,JAN' FFn BAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY

e

AUG SEPT OCT NOV
ALL CASES

CLOSED Ilutcxxaf

NOV. 30, 1981

REASON FOR CLOSURE II of oasis) 4t1 520 550 597 621 638 ,567 Ri5 876 796 638 633 9522 11,571 ,

% closed with fall compliance 64% ''' 71%

'

72%

\-".1---..--..---:-

`71i 67% 68% 72% 'Mt 75% 75% 68% 651 671 72.71

C. closed with adjustments 7% . 0% 5%:
.

et
..

514 6% 6% 5% 8% 0% ., 8% 6% 5% 6.0%

% project identified ineligible, 6% 10% kl% 7% 13 10% 9% 9% 6% 8% 11% , 15% 16% 9.2%

%,never placed 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0.4%

40st positions 1% 1% I%

.

21 1% 1% 1% 1% I% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0,7%

unSuccessfulAn meeting
restitution requirements 9% ,4% ,

g '
3%

-
'

3% ' a 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 5% 2%

...

3.5%

% youths refused to particiPlte 1% 4% 21

m
2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1.7%

closed due to subsequent offense 2% 1% 2% 2%
.

3% ' 3%

--Vill.

'i%

3%

1%

It

1%

2%

1%

1%

1%

4%

1%

2%

1%

2%

1%

2.0%

0.8%

V-
% closed because youths' committed

to secure facility 1 .... 1%

-..--,---"7.-

1% '11 2%

% other
4.--.-.-----

8% 4% 21
...

o
8% it or 2% 5% 2%

4.
1% 3% 2% 3% 3.1%

Touts g 00% 100% 100% 1001 100%

.

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% j! 100.0% ,

PROPORTION OF ORIGINAL ORDERS *

63% 71% 01% 77% 70% 69% 81% 7E% 79%

78%

r

84%

85% .

80%

V-
79% 83%

----------
76%

_t__
79%

_

4FE.9,_
% of dollar: paid

of Cc unity service hours worked 85% RI% 7E1 77% 74% 74% 75% 791 78% R4%

% of victim service hours workeal c.- 97% 145% 170% 146% 153% 291% 100% 62% 79% 24 203%, 100% 113%

"These (Owes will exceed 100 percent In some instances beC'auSe of adjustments in resttsprIOn orders where more victim service Is worked than was
ordered, or where victim service IN worked in lieu of or in addition to monetary restitution or unpaid community service.

CD



TOOLE 5 DDMIGRAPNIC CHARACTERIS71CS OF OFFENDERS

CHARACTERISTIC
r

TRANSFERS DEC. JAil rtn MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG
.

SEPT
a

OCT
,

NOV
ACL REFERRALS

THROUGH

NOV 30, 198(

RACE (0 of cases)

White

(540)

80%

(660)

73%

(8051

71%

(795)

70%

(881)

69%

(888)

68%

(802)

69%

(787)

69%

(797)

71%

(602)

70%

(693)

66%*

(648)

67%

(432)

66%

(15,697)

71.2%

01ack . 14% 21% 21% 25% . 26% 28% 25% 26% 24% 25% 29% 28%r 28% 23.2% ;

Mexican 4% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% )% a-24 1:4%
O mll,

Native American 1% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% , 1% 2% 1% ' 1% 1% 1.6%
1.

Puerto Rican 0% I 3% 1% 1% 1% , 3% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% , 1.6%

Other 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% It 2% 2% 0 9%

TOTAL
. .

100% ' 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% ' 100% 100.0%

SCHOOL STATUS (I of cases)
'

.

(487)

76%

(659)

76%

(759)

77%

(768)

73%

(812)

77%

4853)

72%

(779)

73%

(7699

78%

(783)

80%

(594)

83%

(674)

85%

(6251

78%

(4191

82%

(15,227)

76.4%Full-time

Not In School 21% 21% 18% 221. 20% 24% 23% 20% 17% 15% 12% 17% 17% 19.5%1

Other '' 3% 3

--T--
5% 5% 3% 4% 4% 2% 3% , 2% 3% 5% 1% 4.1%

TOTAL ti 100% 100% 100% 100%. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100.0%

SEX AO of cases) (546) (676)
1----*-

(811) (805) (893) (899) (811) (794) (800) (613) (703) (651) (436) (15,922)

Male 92% 891 90% 91% 90% 90% 93% 89% 91% 89% 91% 89% 93% 89.9%
, .

Female 8% 11%' lot 9% 10% 10t 7 11% 9% 11% 9% 11% 7% 10.1%
1

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 1001. 100% 100%

fl

100% 100% 100%

..----
100% 100% 100% 100% 100.0%

AGE (0 of cases) (539) (672) (802) (801) (889) (894) (803) (793) (792) (603r
,..

(692) (638) (438) (15,772)

Average age 15.1 15.1 15.3 15.4 15.3 1'5.4 15.5 IS 3 15.4 15.3 15.3 15.5 15.3 15.4

__

INCOME (0 of canc.) (337) (141) (458) (452) (504) (533) (465) (471) (516) #(300) .(799) (343) (276) (9,251)

Median income 89/001 $12,00( $12,060 $12,006 $12,000 $14,000 $12,000 $12,300 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,5100 $12,000 $12,000

i

<C,
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WiLE 6 CHARACTERISTICS OF VICTIMS

0

VICTIWINFORMATION'

)

TRANSFERS DEC JAN Fill MAR APR MAY JUDE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV
ALL REFERRALS

THROUGH

NOV. 30, 1980

a

Total number of victims 539 724 066 6I5 930 947 921 867 843 665 783 655

--.,

496 16,863

Total reported victim loss, in
thousands of dollars (based en
date from 12,924 Intake forms).

°-

5221 1 $226.81 $390.0 5341.8 5454.0 5729.2 5388.6 3569.1 5355.0 5392 1 5298.5 5315.3 5168.9 58,757.2

Total reported amount recovered by
victim from insurance and other
mources2 lbased on data from
11.815 intakes) in thousands of

dollars 545.7 $67.7 3141.6 5118.0 $183.0

.

301.3 $163.3 '177.3 5425 1 5123.0 589.7 598.3

,

545.8

a

-

53,000.6

Proportion of referrals involving
personal or household victims- 64% 66% 661, 66% 66%

.

66% .67% 68%

4
66% 653 68% 72% 70% 66%

_,.----

Proportion of refer"rils involving
schools or other public property
as victim .

Proportion of referrals involving
inutqutional victims (stores or
businesses)

13%

29%

14%

26%

,

133

26%

12% 13%

-

13% 13% 15% 12% 13% 10%

km
7% 13% 13%

26t

.

26% 26%

,,

25% 23% 26%
%Fif

28% 2 % 24%

.

21% 27%

IThe ntmMor of victims reported in Row 1 may exceed the totkl :limbo; of Intakes shown on previous tables because some incidents have multiple victims. The

percentages shown in the lower por ion of the table may exceed 100 percent because One Incidents involve more than one type of victim and both are coded

2A Mill proPirtion 61 this- -about 12 percent--is restitution from,co-offenders.



' TABLE. 7. TYPEcWOFFENSES1
.

OFFENSE. $ TRANSFERS DEC JAN,

.

FEB

.

MAR APR
....

a

MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT

,

OCT NOV

REFERRALS

THROUGH

NOV. 30, 1
TYPE OF .OFFENSE (So! cases) (535)

32%

(676)

34%

(810)

36%

(ROS)s

34%

(896)

33%

( 1)

. 3

(815)

39%

(800)

35%

(807)

35%

(616)

38%

(705)

36%

(652)

35%

(440)

35%

-(15,965)

34.5%

Burglary

Larceny 13% 8% 17% 20% 20% 19% 19% 20% 20% 19% 20% 19% 21% 19.1%
Yam:411am . 17% 14% 16% d 13% 13%

9%

15%

9%

11%

tOt

15%

10%

14%

. 10%'

14%

l
7% 02

14%

7%

14%

11%

15%

8%

13,4%

9.6%

Motor Vehicle Theft . ' 12%4 11% 11% 10%.

Ir1ad1,t
e

41 6% 6% 7% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 7% 6% 4% 5.4%
hobbZry s 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 3% 3% ;% 4% 3% 5% 3.2%

Ravel d
0% 0% ' 0% 0% 1% 1% la 0% 0% 0% 0% , 1% It - 0.1%

Other Personal Tenses .
1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% it 3% 1% 2% 1% 3% 1.4%

..-

Other Property Offenses 11% 8% 7% 8% 9% 8% 8% 9% 8% 10% 7% 8% 5% 9.1%

Other Minor Offenses 92% 2% 1% 2% . 2%. 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1.7%
, e

Victimless Offenses 5% 2%

4

1% 1% 2% 3% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2.3%

TOTALS - 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1004 100% .100% 100% 100.0%

'Offenses aep coded by IPA personnel from the narrative description of the offense contained on the MIS form. 'Ooling categories and rules-ate those-used inthe Uniform Crime Reports (OCR). Offense classifications shown in this table reflect the actual event, as described on the MIS form, and not necessarily
'the offense charged.

Ir.
0

980

N.

i4s



Y

TABLE 8. SERIOUSNESS OF REFERRAL orrEmps1

r

SERIOUSNESS CATEGORY DEC .Thti B -MAR MAY JUNE JULY
,

AUG SEPT NOV
o

REFERRALS
THROUGH

NOV. 30,

Number of cases 669 796 792 861, 869 787 ,792 795 608 700 660 ,. 436 15,106

Victim lets, Includes tra,ffIc accidents or tickets,

2% 21. I% 2% 3% 3

.
2%
o

''t

2% 2% 1% 1% 1%

,

2.31
status offenses, drug*, alcohol, gambling..prosti-
tution, and probation vlolatlont.

Minor Offenses, Miner offenses not easily classi-
1% 0% 21 I. ' I. I.

.

ft
2%

s
2% 1% 2% 1.6%fled as property or personal, suclz as disorderly

conduct

Aor Pro 'erty, Any prNerty offense with loss/ ,

11% 9% 10% 15%

:.

12% 15% 15% 14% 15%'' 17% 16% 17% 13.1%damage of $10 or less, exX.ept burglary.
.. .

Minor Persontar Resisting or obstructing an officer, "
,2% I% 2% 3% 3% I% 1% i% 1% 2%

.

2%

-1
2% 2.I.%.coercion, haring, other similar UCR Part II off,zses.

Moderate Property, Burglaries with loss/damage of

26V

.

20% 26% 28%

'

30%

.
26% 27% '70% 29% 27%

.
36% 25%

.

28.2%
$10 or lass and any other type of property offense
with loos /damage of $11 to $250.

Serious Property: Burglaries with loss / damage bP, '

31% 31% 31%, 28% 27% 27% 29% 27%

''
26% 24% 21% 23%

.
28.0%

$fl to $250 and any other property offense wit%
loss/damage greater than $250.

Very Serious Property, Burglaries with lons/dawage
15% 19%

a
18% 15% 17% 18% 17% 16% 18% I; 16% 15% 20% 17.1%tf $250 or no.m

'Serious ,personal: Unamsed robberies and non-
5% 4% 5%

e
4%

1

3% 51 4% 4%

'

2% 5% 4% 5% 3.9%aggravatedrassoults with loss of 1250 or less.
_

Very Seri...Gt. Pomona'. Unarmed robberies and'nen-

4-1.' % '5% 4% %

.

4 _4% 4% 5% 5% 3.7%

aggravated assaults with losses exceeding $250 and
all UCH Part I personal crimes including rape,
armed robbery, aggravated assault.

TOTALS lot\ loot loot loot loot loot too\ loot loot too\ loot loot 100.0.

'Offenses are codo4 by IPA personnel from the narrative desc ietion of the offenso contained on the HIS fops. Coding categories and rules are t129$c used
in the Uniform Ccime Reports, (OCR). Transfer canes are not included. 4ft

4
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' TABLE 9. OFFEUSCHISTORY OF REFERRALS'

GRIP:GORY '
.

.0¢0 - JAR FEB MAR ARR

.
NAY

......
- -

JUN8
'''.--"''

JULY.
4 '

SE Pf

.

Oct °
REFERRALS
THROUGH

.,

PRIOR OPPEUSES (1 of cases) 4654)

50%

(778)'

54%

1766)

49%-

(861)

51%

(868)'
491

,(7R0)

51%

4731-.W.

..51.1,b.
(767)

42.
(574), &

57%. %

(646)

%

(597)

53%

(412)

48%

\
Bono\t'

(14.700)

51.4%
One .

20% 16% 21% 21%

10%

18%

r. 23%

11%

17%

21%

. 10%

18%

'ftA:fieVet.

19%

,.-.1.z."

ts
%;f'.

rs. ',1%,01%

20%

MIIIIIMI
tot

'11,5%

20%

9(

18%

24%

12%

16%

\ 19.91\

0.8%

1

.y.,,,
10% 11% 0 %

'Three of Pore 20% 19% ,8%

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% )00% 100% 100%
.

100% 180% . :WO% ''100% 100% 100% 100 04.

TOTAL orremr.rwattarces '
1678)

86%

(8101

89%

)808) "
90%

i896)

91%

(902)

91%

(814)

88%

(799)

90%\

,`,4*...

(806).1P
:31%

'
/(WO:.

10% '
Av.)

ger
'ivy,.
'''914
-

(439;
98%

\
(15.432):'

89.0%

(e of cases)
One

r
11.0 7% 7% 7% 6%

3%

8%

4%

7%
.

3%

5% ",.
4%

i% "..-

. 1
3%

64 , 6%

3%,

10% 8%

1%

6.8%°

4.1v.Three or note 4% 4% 3% 2%

TdTAL
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1.00% 1001.

A'. '''.4,
.1,004"

.
100% 100% 100 0%

AVERAGE riletivRiblr
PRIOR OFFENSES 1.40 1.37 4.33 1.26 1.35 1.34

...
1.43 '1.18 ' \rfe1.08 4

.44
1.2.4. % 1.30 - 1.17

AVERAGE HUMOR OF
01,11SES/CHARGES 1.26 p 1 23 1.39

0

1.15 1.16 1.21 1.18 1.19
I

1.19$
4

. 1.30'.
,

1.16 v. 18.
0

1.21

10efinitIons and coding rules used on this tab are as tonnage Prior Of fenses--all delinquent acts coning to'the attention of juvenile court intake prior
to the lantedtate offenses status offenses and traffic viols, Ions are not included, nor are allelations screenaa,call due boillnsufficient evidence. TotalOffense./ChargLrA--total nueber of separate cr ;anal acts incorporated in the petition for the innediate,offenser rib offense ghotad be counter). in thiscategory if it was counted as a priorOffense Transfer canes are not included in this analysis. . 2

t,

4.

e.

1 31 ;1,../ /
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. TAME 10 STATUS OF 90171110 AT CASE CLOSURE

a

ClIARACTERISTICS
-

TRANSFERS Dt JAN

548

--"I
FED MAT/ APR MAY

e
JUNE lute Alp .SEPT OCT NOV

0

REFERRALS

111/1011611

_1°._1

COURT STATUS (1 of easel) 455 517 509 612 637 565 802 872 787
..1%

636 641 537 11.502

Hp longer under lurisdictron 'N 50% 40% 34% 36% *28% 32% 27% 37% 33% 30% 33% 32% 28% 34.4,% -

On probation or stneerviSion (%) 42% 50% 53% 54% 61% 57%' 62% 57% 59% ,62% 57% 59% 62% 55.5%

Cour t.seview s. heduled (%) .., e 3% 13% 10% 8% 10% 10% 12% 7% 10% 8% 8% lot 8% 9.4%

Other (%) 8% 111 12% 11% 13% 8% 9% 7% 8% 8% 9% 10% 10%. 9.7%

LIVINC SITUATION (I of cases) - 435 507 546Y 57; 510 631 55R '789 867 7 637 639 532 11,358

Lvfng with family, guardian, relatives (%) 82% 891 87% .80% 4116 88% 88% 90% 90% 93% 91% ' 7l% 8944%

lion -secure, our -0 f-lxunecplacement (%) 1,..4% . 4% 6t 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3 7%

Secure facility I%) 6% It 4% 5% 111. 6% 5% 4% 5% 3% 5% 5% 5% 4.9%1

Other (%) 7% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3 3% 2% 2% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2.3%

TOTAL lim
100%

"100%
100% 100% 100% 100% , 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100 0%

IMPLOYeeNT SITHATI00 (1 of cases)

Hot employed Glees not want to work) (;)
."" 461_...-

19%

510

36%

650

28%

593
---..-

30%

621 638 567 805 876

7-4.
797 ~ 642 645 543 11,612

33% 29% 30% 22% 3% 34% 36% 36% 28.6%

Uneetployed (wants work but has no lob)(%) 13% 21% 27%. 23% 23% 26% 29% 29% 26% 31%- 30% 26% 25% 26 3%

Deployed (%) 35%

'33%

25%

17%

Ion%

511

- sal.
17t

26% 261 29% 26% 33% 33% 24% 22% 26% 20% 28.1% .,
r

Other (9....,- '21% 18% 16% 15% 16% 12%. 12% 14% , 12% 19% 17.0%

rYTAI, r' . 100% 1001"

53R

100% 100% 100% 100% 100/. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100.0%

w
AEON:TACT (1 of eases) %.; 448 505 608 624 553 708 860 716 623 ,6)9

8%

1/0

6%

11.241

5.7%Recontact for noncompliance (%) 11% , e 6% 4% 41 7% 8% 81. 6% 5% .4% 4%

Rocontact on subsequent. offense (%) 25%
tit

10% 13% 13% 13% 14% 13% 9% 9% 10% 12% Bt 9% 10.7%

85.3,1rID Tubseguent. contacts (%) 68% 851 84% 85% 83% 81%' 83% 86% 88% 89% 86% 878 87%

0

11

980

'Entries in the "tourt Status" category may exceed 1(333% be,atiso solon youths were on probation and tiad,,a cou t. review scheduled. These youths were coded into
both Categories. Similarly, the entries under "Recontact with wit t" cadi exceed 100% Since some youths had a recontact both for noncompliance with the

kaft,Itution orlers n....<1 for a Subsequent offense. Tin. se youths wore into both of tif recontact Categories..
4,.....,,, a

' s. ir

J.13

,

1e

. /
et
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TABLE II. ;MOSSTABULATION OF SERIOUSNESS LEVELAND.OFFENSE HISTORY'

SERIOUSNESS or REEERRAL orrruse .,
PRIOR AND CONCURRENT DELINQUENT OPFENSESENOWN TO COURT OFFICIA 2

TOTAL

0 . 1 2 3 4 5 6.
PERCENT

'lumbar of Cases .

e
. 6.557 3,081 1.715 1,065 636 410 909 14,373

Victimless, Includesrraffic accidents or tickets, . /

1.0% 0.6% 0.3%

r

0.2%

.

0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 2.3%

status offenses, drugs. alcohol, gambling. osti-
tupion, and probation violations.

Moor Offenses, Minor offehses,not easily closet-

0.7%

,

0.4%

.

0.1%

-,

0. 11

.

''e

0 :1% 0.0%
.

0.39

9'1%L...)(

;!b.7%

16%

12.8%

Cied,..fte'properiy or personal, such as'disorderly

conduCt. ,...,

. .
Minor Property: Any property offense with Weis/

6.3%

/

2.5% 1. 7% 1.0% 0.5%damage of $10 or Less except bUt2Iary and arson. '

Minor Personal, Resisting or obstructing ag officer.
0.8% 0.5% Q.4% 0.1% 0.1% .

:

0:1% 0.2% 2.1%;;;Tia7Z7 hazing, other similar OCR PAIR II /offenses.

firtterate Property.'. BurglariX and arsons with loss/
.

l4..6%

+
6.3% 34% ?.I% 1.2% 0.7% 1.8% 282%

damage of 510 or less and any other type of property '
offense with Mess /damage of $11 to 5250.

Serious Property, Burglaries and arsiv with loss/

.13.7% 5.8% . 3.3% .1.99

t-4m .
-II., r.2% o. % f.s% .78.3%

damage of $11 to $250 and any othyr property offense
wieb.loss/damage greater than $250.

Very Seriod% Property, Burglaries and arsons with,
6.8% 3.8% 2.3%

..

1,3%"

.
. 0.8% 0.6% 1.6% 17.1%loss/damage of 5250 or more.

t

Serious Personal, Unarited rob/Aries and non-
1.8% 0,2..0

.

0 5% 0,3% '0.1% 0:1%

.../

0.2% 3.8%aggravated assaults with loss of 5250 or less:

Very Sorious Personal: Warmed robberies and non-

1.9% 0.7% 0.4% 0.7% 0.2% OA%

.

0.1% 3.7%

aggravated assaukte with,losses exceeding 5250 and
all OCR Part I personal. crimes including rape,
armed robbery, aggravated assault.

TOTAL PERCENT ' 45.6% 21.4% 11.9% 7.4% 2.9% 6.3% 100.0%

'Offenses are coded by IPA personnel from the harratve description of the offense contained on the MIS forms. Coding categories and rules are those used,
In theUniform Crime Reports (VCR). Transfer cases are not included.

21tese figures include prior'offenses resulting In a court cuntadt and concurrent offenses. No Incident is counted both as a prior offense and as
concurrent offense.
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?BEE 12. NUMBER-OR Fercp.vas AND CASE CLOSURES, BY PROJECT'
.

I r:9sc KAYO! AND
PROJECT 1,:.ER,AL EARLIER

a 1 :a= I c

APRIL JULY i

19

THRU JLWE THRU SEPT oc NOv T27 AL

I C I C 1I ClIC :

L GRANTSLOCAL

5/10/79 112 65 25 24

,

33 45 11 7 9 8 190 149AA, Western

G, Ventura Co. 1%15/79 254 136 62 52 31 5" 6 10 1 12 354 267

CT, Norwich 5/7/79 110 63 35 32 39 58 7 7 1.15 % 206 165

DC, Washington 5/14/79 200 107 1 65 71 44 52 10 22 5 16 i 324b 268

FL! !toward co. 5/1/79 191 78 1 53 32 34 63 8 22 0 13 286 208

GA, Cliyton"Co. ' 6/27/79 129 58 30 44 16 28 9 9 9 4 1913. 140.

I. 4th Judicial Dist. 4/9/79 416 256 109 119 79 105 36 32 12 65 700* 621

IL, Chicago 7/9/79 73 9 1 33 9 26 Z2 6 11 1 1
1 141 52

KY, Jifferson Co. 2/14/79 169 112 38 42 47 52 17 12 26 10 297 228

LA, New Orleans 4/11/J9 75 15 43 ,,30 64 55 17 23 22 14 2.21 137

mE, Cumberland Co. 10/2/79 134 113 17 '8 22 20 7 8 0 71 180 156

MD, Princi George's Co. 4/2/79 391 181 109 50 73 ° BO 29 12 37 16 i 639 339

MA, Lynn
.

12/6/78 187 107 21 36 39 37 2 15 0 4.1 249 199

Ma, Now aedford 2/1/79 83 55 15 13 7 16 0 5 0 0 1 105 89

Ka, Quincy 1/1/79 374 21t 105 42 9N. 70 17 35 11 13 1 694. 442

MA, westfield
.

10/31/78 49 27 15 16 7 14 0 '2 0 6 1 73 67

m2, Wayne Co. 4/12/791' 400 179 226-4r90 1241 174 1105 93 58 48 11032 584

M4, Hoormpin Co. 3/16/79 938 556 88 1"3 3 70 0 8 0 6 11033 816

MN, Red lake Reservation 2/28/80 4 0 0 0 I' 3 1 0 1 0 0 : 2

MN, wasbAngton Co. 2/15/791 204 152 2" 24 1 2" 8 10 6 6 1 284 224

Am, Conc0rd2 12/1/713 15 9 0 , Q./ 0. 0 0 0 0 0 15 12

n: Gamier G. 1 8 78 434 225 45 58 1!.36 55 117 9 '441 585 475
1 . ,

OH. Ae-ans -Brbwn 00.s i 5/1/79 14 4 1 24 5.1 0 1 ' 1 0 : 20 '19

OH, ?mug& Co. 1/8/79 131 80 49 08 1 109 .20 118 22 ! 18 20 365 300

OR, Hamilton Co. 5/10/79 .47 55 S4 16 1 40 25 1 ,6 11 1 0 8 197 140

OH, Lucas Co. :///ye 612 492 64 74 198 99 /22 21 1 12 26 10f1. 919

- .- - .-
, St. a-rsv..

OH. Summit CO. 1/2%79 301 284 49 4" 142 45 119 6 1 12 15 423 397

OK, Calancsaa Co. 5/3/79 38 22 62 25 r68 37 120 8 1 18 5 j 241. 132

PR, Rio Piedras 2/20/79 141 95 35 40 128 37 4 5 1 2 1 210 178

SC, Charleston 2/5;79 181 140 48 46 1 27 40 7 8 10 10 1 273 244

X. El Paso 1/29/78 78 56 10 14 1 12 2 2 1 5 C i 125. 107 '

A, Newport News 5/29>79 63 31, 127 26 1 S 2 8 4 : 6 5 4 1.13 93

WA, Snohomish C0.2 1/8/79 1 96 70 1 2 '28 C 0 I o 0 ! 0 0 9e 196

WI, Dane Co. 12/1/78 1 141 101 35 1 17 27 122 0 1 5 7. 239 183

:Continued)
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TABLE 12 Nt000R OF REF- cASE CIOS,RES PROACT/. .

1 r:RST
PPO.TE7.2 .8.trERPAL

__.

1 .01,712.

xxRcH 4 I AllAIL

L "EARLIER iTKR11112stE EMR0 TXP..' OCTOTrc2c1 CI 4 160v
, I ....!:. ...clIc

,537.32-wizt cu.= /

3/1/79

2/24/79

3/2/79

215 93-- --
512 17..

172 100

,

I 24 13 21 24---6

40 67 2 50

1 16 25 16 ,- 2_412%

'2

22

4

9

1

8 26

0 3

0 4

274 178

536 298

206 162

c.16.6.6:
--..

...rant Co.

Ns. castle Co.

Sussex Co.

Dalawarso Totals 899 =367 1 80 105 69 98 10 35 8 33 p1066 638

.Novada,

1/9/79
..-.

I

2 0 I 7 1

,. II
1 6 1 0

*

0 1
.

.11 8

--o-h
281 2S

Churchill/Under/
Eureka Cos,

Clark Co. 5/29/79
,--

153 136 66 47 36 501 15 10 II. 12

Elko Co. 79 4 0r-. 4 4 3 4 '1- 1. 0 0

ZszeraldefEinsralY
Nye Cos. 5/11/79 5 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 6 5'

51=.boldttP4rshing Cos.

Lyon/Pow/las Cos.

1/26/80

5/29/79

2 0

23 12 1

5 2

13 6

6 7 3 4

4

1 1

f 0

:7 14

16 2C 2

Storey Co.
-i=7:....

5/24/79 15 8 2 5 '3 6 4 1 0 ' R,' 24 23

Wash°. CO. 10710/71 43 .37 19 17 33 er- 5 2 8 4 910e 95

IP 8White:fine/Lincoln Cos.l 10/5/79 8 3 B . 0 0. 0 0 1

Nevada Totals 255 170
.

116 . 86
..

107 1/9 91 '.
...

2; 28. 24. 529 431

tNe... ,
° 4 ..../''".... .129910 2 1 10 5 1 0

...

V.I. D A 25 ..
, Atlentie Co.

13eroen Co. ,1/79 20 1 26 6. 37,., ,''''''.6-
7 1 4 .5 :00 43

iurlington co. . .4/3/79 26 .2 1 20 ,-.7- :9 . 12 3..-
........A.

I 0 3

--"r-.Cape Nay Co. 10/11/71 ." 3 t 3 4 0 C 0
....5......,

.0 ! 0 0 7
, - rCumberland Co. . 1 1/39/80 2 0 I 0 0 1 0 Q : 0-

___,
0 0 '0 1 2 0

c, Essex Co. 9,,19./79 24 1 I 1 1 . :, 6 '--...-6.---
..

4 ! 2 e0 56 12--,.
S. . ,., .

88 36

--01-10
9 3 , 1 43

Ztte_-dori Co. , 14/17/80k-, 0j1 010 0;0
29 6 1 )6 1,05 1 19 2E. ' B 4

Mord Co. , I 11/28/79;
9,

4'7

-

- Middlesex Co. 9/14/79 I 12 2 10 7

12/21/79, . 9 0 19 2

Ocsan-ae. 9i24/79 0 ! 13 0

Passaic Co.. 10/16/75 33 3 0 , 0

Saito Co. 10/9 16 6

Sussex Co. - 493(80 0 0 4 1 0-....--.,..VS
i 247

4
26 F31 50

(eontinuowd)
2

6 (le

. 0 9

* 8 1

1 - 0

1 0 0

442 94

20

7 1 38
.

8

1 5 2 1 2 .42 20

0 0 0 0 29.6 1

, 1 2 1 0 0 1 82 6

0 0 *I 0 0 I 40 8 .
0 , 0 : 0 0 -4' 1 0

49 28 24 .19 ,,..693 21;

o

1.

/

o'

'
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TABLE 12. =SUR Or REFERRALS ASO CASE CLOSURES BY PROJECTI

PROJECT

..

FIRST
.

CA=.

EARLIER 4

.I C

APRIL
TNRU JUNE

2 .0

JULY
21.46U SEPT

Is CI
OCTCIcIC

FCT.L7.:711VE

NOV TCTAL

Now York:

3/15/79. 249. 167 69 69 86 64 ,20 .-22 6 20 450. 348Nassau Co.

Suffolk Co.
4--

3/29/79 126

'110

72

57
32 14

30 26

20

31

25

41

1

1

10

8

0 0

2 15

202.

178.

124,.

150.4 Upstate,CD 3/22/79

New York to 485 296 131 109 137 130 22 40 8 35 830. 622

Wasaington:

2/9/79 47 19 11 13 AO 14 0 0 7 1 79 5:Benton/Tranklin Cos.

Clark Co. 8/23/79 47 11 40 13 15 15 3 24 5 4 110 67

Crays &arbor Co. 3/1/79 148 75 '25 36 32 26 7 4 5 10 259. 188

Bing c9. 5/1/19 222 160 61 86 36 49 13 6 11 7 .343 308

Pisan CO. 3/1/79 79 32 7 20 4 10 0 0 0 0 108 78

Seattle 12/5/79 30 5 29 27 22 14 17 12 11 8 109 66

Washington totals .573 27.2

--J

1,3 195 119 128 40 46

.1
39 3C 1008. 758

wisconsin:

5/5/79 22 14 6 '3 2 1 1 2 0 28 23Ainland Co.

BBarron Co, 2 4/4/79 4 3 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3

.

Chips:ova Co. I 3/4/79

723/79
46

14

25

1

.9 5

4 5

119

I 6

7`

24

5

1

6

2

, 5

0

1 2

4 1

81

30

61

12Douglas CD.

Eau Cal:* Co. '' i 5/12/80 0 0 . S Fj 0 1 1
.

1 13 3

Fond du Lac : 5/12/80 0 0 ! 0 3 1 3 1 1 1 8 3

4 , . . 9 9 4 3 , 7 , __ 2/29/79 41 -.:9, 14( 13 19 15 4, 5 -5 5- °
---.

r--
Kenosha CO. 2/26/80 1 0 :2 4 37 18 10 8 6 6 76.. 36

--,

Marathrm CD. 2/24/79 48 '_4: 2 5 4 101 2 1 1 2 58 48

0 Mencminee ReseiVation ! 3/6/79 79 48 7 I 111 2' 0 5 1 5 98 86

Cutaquis Cb. 5/16/79 17 16 9 7 9 15 8 1 3 4 66 43

...........

Racine Co. 9/9/80 4 0 0 10 1 4 11 8 0 2 6 24 18

Amok Co. 2/9/79 51 29 114 10 . 12 161 9 5 1. 3 87 63

Naluorth CD. 2/21;/79 14 41 5 0 1 010 0 0 0 20 4

Wisconsin Totals 357 199 1102 5' /135
1

145 1 54 33 28 '36 1 676 470

Entries .n the table represent MIS intake and closure forms for cases referred or closed

thrown November 30, 1980 that were redelved at IPA by January 9, 1961.

2These projects are closed.

Includes transfers.

,4
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TABLE 13. AMOUNT Of RESTITUTION.ORDERED, BY PROJECT'
22

P/OZECT

,..1

TYPES)
MARCH 6
EARLIER

APRIL JULY f
IC../,.:L.',T7.,Mrim; JUNE.THRU 'SEPT, ;7OV
i TV:ALS

LOOS. CRAMS

AR, Western $$ $17,994 $7,735 52,872 $1,363 5984 $30,948
C.S.Ers. 145 704 469 104 24 1,446
Vic.lirs 28 0 8 0 0 36

CA, VenturaCo. $$ $48,095 $16,431 55,827 $675 PtB $71,078
C.S.Rrs. 6,731 1,116 1,012 326 0 9,185
Vic.lirs I 154 0 100 0 0 254

Cr. Norden $$ $14,988 $5,701 $2,591 $1,600 $550 $25,430
C.E.Brs. 2.556 1,205 825 125 3bO 5.121
VicArs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

DC, Washington $$ $2,769 $875 $1,318 520 0 $4,982
C.S.Brs. 13,037 2,923 2,435 395 0 18.790
Vic.Hrs. 20 90 0 6 0 110

rt. Bzoward Oa. $$ $44,309 $9,921 $5,179 $1,201 0 $60,610
C.S.Ers. 3.305 427 475 60 0 4,267
VicArs. 45 0 30 0 0 ' /5

GA, Clayton Co. $$
f3,865 $2,072 $174 $526' $291 $11,140

.

C.S.Rrs.

Vic.rs.
363 238 llg 68 1,808

/D, eth.JUdicial Pier: $$ $63,629 17,383 $7,329 $1..632 $1,400 $99.022
. C.S.Brs. 1,454 1,136 , 688 180 190 3.67E

Vic.Ors. 565 35 0 0 0 600

IL, Chicago 4 $$ 5119 $7,588 $6,165 $733 $300 $32,395
C.S.Hrs. 7 0 0 0 0 37
Vic.Ors. 0 0 0 0 0 0

XY, Jefferson Co. $$ $30,290 $7,907 $9,694 $2,291 6,478 $56.660
C.E.Brs.

1.196
475 156 448 0 2,276

Vic.ars, 212 0 0 0 0 212

LA, New Orleans $$ $16,246 $7,636 $8,935 $2,850 $4,700 $40,367
C.S.Ors. 0 83 458 456 270 1,267

AMA& Vic.Ors.
,

ME, Cumberland CO. $$ 51'7,804 $3,764 $1,731

"540
0 $24,054

C.E.Ers. 3.658 767 1546 0 5,011
Vic.Ors. 86 0 3 I 0 0 89

MD, Prince Gorge's Co. $$ $13:,073 $37,17- $4C,843 $9,241 317,326 $24:,964
1 C.S.Hrs. 1:!534

Vic.Rrs.

4,827, 1,256 916 316 19.843

U. Lynn $$ $25.233 $4,089 $5,955 $275 0 $35,552C.S.Ors. 877 . 25 425 0 0 1,330Vic.Hrs. 14 If 1 n ^ lA

MA,,,New Bedford $$ 1. $23,896 !$4,774 $1,391 0 0 $30,061
C.S.Ers.! 34 i 0 0 0 34
Vic.Brs.1 0 0 0 0

41,
0

?CA, Quincy $$ $52,403 $9,61.. 59,531 $527 $1,569 $88,473
C.S.Mrs. 5,791 2,447 2,003 360 418 11.588
Vic.Ers. 307 8 s 0 0 315

wa, Westfield .40 $6,135 12,062 $627 0 0 $9,262
. , C.S.Hrs. , 265 225 65' 0 Co. . 57g

Vic.Hrs.1 0 0 0 0

I, Wayne CO. $$ ,. I $39.294 $11,698 I $4,342 I $2,547 51T048 $56,929
C.S.Hrs. , 2,298 3,505 4,261 1.800 - 1,004 12,868
Vie.ars 1 322 0 I 0 I 0 0 322

MN, Hennepin CM110 $$ I $94,586 $7,465 i $296 0 0 I $103.164,
..

--m&
_

c.s,Hr..I 13,940

Vic.Hrs 1 40
1,280 , 0

0 i

8

0
0 15,268
0 40

MN, Red ;Ake Reservation $$ .1 $2.125 0 1 $625 i 0 O. 1,...$?.750

Cr.S.Brs. 0 0 I . 40 0 0 I 40
y Vic.Hrs 1

0 0 0 0 0 I 0

MN, Washington Co. $$ , $13.740 $1,889 ! $225 580 $120 1 $16.054
IC.S.Rre., 2,391
!Vic.Hrs.. ' 328

580 f 490
20 0

110 . 60
15

3,631
363

(continIndf-`



il
NN",g..''ll

ma n o

..:

Al cm n

,=4
:;.'

an o 0

,j;
N

.n n an

. .
.-I VI
tilr

cm coo

.
C.r

r,..,.......,...
.

.0 14
IN
.-Ir

. .. n' I

2..
.

0
2r

22
. ., ....

cm
....

Om `.

0
cm

O. 0
.

n
,.

27,
. ."

1,10
. ., ,

CI

g 00
,0

;.'

rg.
al .-I. .r. Vn

it,
:174'2,

:141 '..;
WO

0 :, ../ 2P1'0 .,n;

-..

000 r 0 0
5 f

000
7, v

Lo r 0
ro' 2

000 Fr: 0 0

°
2

4/ o 0
5 2
....

..0 0. o
2
N

ggo
<11 .
fol

ogo
.-I

020
CP

ggo
..1 .
el
fol

pg.
Ch
fol

o 002go
,

IN eV

.-Ivs.,

g g 0
..1 AV
V.

o 0 0, ,,000

p000 :8: 0

..:

000
V,

0400

-4-o

g8o
o C.
N

11:20
tr4

000 220
74

o.go
el

ogo
vl

o

280
.:,..

.000
el.

0,00 ggo
ea n
N

`:..4°

Zg

22-9o, 000
r.

*-

.0
4 a

5
- ....-....-

g.i

0
V

00o. .-.00
2 ',
..,
fol

,400
:, 'N

covl
5 5
-7 4
.-I

m..40
2 '''
.;
.-IJ..

,...mo

,`,... til
4 -;
.-I

..lo

fol

.eo
4

,...No

2 g '
4

000
5'

ONO
o

- '""

no
-, r-

..

y.D 000 r? go
0 v
4

.41'10

4
../.

.S.NW
PO °
: '-'

WOO

...
2 v

°°° g20
::: ...'

L2°

-41........._

1/1 aptn
Agg
2 '
....

..0
S'
4

.-0.--
..n0
43

.-cr-tno .a.
....

ea V' 0
22...

:;,, 00 t.g 8 0
0.,

0.80
.
ei

0 2 0r
n0
el ra

..0

....

.0:. 00

....

cl. f., 0
r as
te.

*40r4 n
us

.

0040
ar a1

Vog0
tn cm.

"Fe 4:32.-9.

AL
S.=,.."

- -

;
LIS?,
-

:22P R-0

....

.2g,..0.

0, ....

....

gP,T,.^. "I
....

;:00

'MS
....

N °

nv.

aiF..
..0

0i°
.n

:0:i0

.4 ,3
t.

:410

P
".

ii 06

g '2'
....

ar
....

s,...0

2 5 ' 1
.0 4

...,..0

'aS '.1 '
4 4

go...

c 4

t
E

li :i

1"Li->

El E

2J->

ii li

2j.>

EE

2j;

il E

.1j->

il li

It'Ll

El El

'''Li

az;

:"Lftl

.

i

11J->

ES

Ilt>

El li ii il

%.;.

li E

%-il

i E

:"J;

E E

'Ir;

4 4
m M

v. VI 0
d V

4; 4
MM

v. u, 4.
d >

. .
0 SI
MM

.0. YI 4
d V

I.1

U
a

"g

g
S

.

8

1 .

'is

.
8

g

.
8

S

5

.

8
c
3

5

r

.

8

3

5

0

Z
..M

g
.

ti

5

:
.0

5

.

8

tf

M

4

o
g
a
....

c0.,

aN

0!

M

g

8
it:

I
2

C.
D,

.
8

I
U

r

N

U
A
S

.
i-

8

11
18

4
,, 1,1
-4

.

.:

/
CI



122

24(=sainted) TOLE 13. AYOUIT OF RESTITMION ORDERED, BY PROJECT,

' rhaatcr 717!(S)

Delaware Totals $5

vic.mrs.

Nevada,

Churchill /Lander/
Araks Cos.

$5

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

1 Clark Co. 4$

C.S.Hrs.

Vic.Hrs.

Elko Co. $$

C.S.Hrs.
4 Vic.Ars.

, Esneralde/MIDeral/ 55
Hye ms. C.S.Hrs.

Vic.Hrs.

Humboldt/Pershing cos.

Lyon/tousles Cos.

55

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

55

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.HrS.

Storey Co. $5
C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

Wash** Co. 55

C.S.Hrs.

White nuitun6an cos 00.

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

Nevada Totals $0

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

New Jersey. .

Atlantic Co. 55 '

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

Sergi Op; $$
C.S.Hrs.

ic.Hrs.

SurlingtooNCO. '$$

Pi::RH1

c.rs.
S.Hrs.

li

Cape May Co. $5 .

Usbasland Co: 1 5$

C.S.H.rs.

ic.Hrs.
...-..----

ESsei-CO.
1 $$

. ,

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.ars.

'(continued)
,

.

5462 $724 0336
0 0 0
0 0 0

-4
$2,410 0 0 0 7, 0 $2,410

0 0 156 0 O. 1564
0 0 .0 0 0

MARCH i APRIL : JULY
EARLIER TUX: JONE'TWRU SEPT

5468 5292
0 100
0 0

$27,811 ,,$14,747
288 , 192

0 ty

066.290
27,185

141

5996

o

0

a

$7,249
2,338

0

5453
0
0

.$6.741 52,908 .
1,607, 144 -

138

5100
0

, 0

$40
0

0

C1N7LATZVL
TC7A.1SNON

0326
200

0

0

0

0

08 3.516

31,474
279

5900
100

0

57,430 53,444 52,337- 555,769
36 0 40 556
0 0 0 0

5240
24
0

545

0.

0 . 01.567
0

0 /. 0 0 '

491
64

0

$4.219 52,7133 52,231 5525
780 260 465 200

0 0 30 0

52.228 5328 5802 0462 1
2C 0 0 0
C 0 0 0
r--- 0

$4.827 54,444 04,540 51,060 ,51,504 11
0 160 184 0 240
0 0 o 0 . 0

0 45.187 0 0
0 16 0 0
0 0 f 0 0'

0138 02,3143
0 88

0

08.768
0 1,705
0 30

03,820'
20
0

516,375
584

0

0'7,326

16

0

$45,560 $23,771 020.866 $6,067 $3979 $100,243.
1.083 712 881 264 280 3,225

0 0 30 I 0 0 30

g

52,741 5974 $1,572 0 v 05,287
416 i 30 75 0 0 521

0 0 0 0 0 0
. ,

07:661 1 57,804 52,730 03,982 02,091 024,268
1,560 I 1,300 2,140 340 200 5,540

100 0 0 0 . 0 100

$5,328 -i 51,3411. P12,757
1 5502 0 $9.927

418 I ' 26* 285 50. 3 1.016
28 I 160 40

'" '

0 0 228

i 0' 1

30 I 0

0 0
0'

0 40 ,

0 0 30
0

53.924 5497 0 0 0 04,421

C - $184 I 0 0 0 0 $168
t

0 1 0 0 0 0 i

1
0V 0 1 0 0 0

I

' 0 0
4--- -

04,387 52.203 06,294 0.,484 $230 014.598
312 1 . 100 0 104 1 0

,
516,,,

, 0 0 0 6 1 0 C
.

.

...:
. s

,-.

rfivi
A. 0
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TABLE 13. AMOUIT OF RESTITUTION ORDERED, BY PROJECT'
25

fC,JECT TYPES) MARCH t APRIL , JULY
EARLIER tiTHRU JUNE TRIO SEPT OCT N0V T0T:,...7

.
.

Hudson Co. SS $8,860 ppp$8,035 $5,274 $2.40: $1,383 123,654

C.S.Hrs. 100 I 713 484 w 0 1,297

Vic.Hrs. Q I 0 0 0 0 0,

-------.......----.-------7-.-..- -------- ---
-1.-Huntardon Co. $$ 0 $312 0 0 0 T $312

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 . 0 0 0

V1e.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

---..--
Mercer CO. $$ $11,942 $4,785 $2,893 $1.021 $2,488 $23,129

C.S.Hrs. 133 243 35 76 15 502

Vic.Hrs. 0 6 10 2 0 12

4f

Middlesex Co. $$ $2,051 $2,167 $350 $583 $358
--.

$5,509

C.S.Hrs. 100 0 155 170 110 53§ .

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

monamabto. $$ $1,678 $4,094 rit,852 0 0 $8,624

C.B.Hr5. 2,132 6,129 2,757 1.520 345 12,885

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

-..--.

Como Co. $$ $473 $115 $920 0 7 0 $1,508

CA.Iirs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vic.Hrs. 0 0, 0 0 . 0 0

Passue Co. $$ $7,062 $3,150 $624 $19 0 $10.855

C.S.Ars. 500 150 0 0 0 650
...el

Vic.as. 150 3 0 0 0 . 150

Salm Co. , $$ 0 $1,853 0 0 0 I 11,853

C.S.Hrs. 520 217 20 0 0 757

4 Vic.Hrs. 80 0 0 0 0 80

Sussex Co. $$ 0 $476 0 0 0 $476

C:Sairs. 0 0 0' 0

a CO

0

Vic.M rs. o 0 0 0 O'

New Jersey Totals $$ $55,975 $25,805 $26,266 $9,993 $6,550 $134,589

' C.S.Hrs. 6,221 9,147 5,951 2,260 670 24,249

Vic.Hrs. 358 160 50 2 0 570

NewYork, e
Nassau $$ [ $54,878 $8,912 $12,359 $3.365 $1,184 $88,044.

CSHrs. 128 63 50 0 0 241

Vic.Hrs, 0 C 0 C 0

Suifolk CD. $$

,-

$23,235 $11,036 $7,121 $300 0 $47,679.

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 . 0 0 0

Vic.Hrs. 121 0 0 6 0 1:1

Cos.
-,-

ss.,4,1_ $24,202 $7,088 $2,617 $28 $145 $34,221Istate
C,S.Hrs. 242 60 0 0 0 302

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 37 0 0 37

New York Totals $$ $102,315 $27,036 $22,157 $3,693 , $1,329 71.16'9,944,..

.S.Hrs. '270 123 50 0 0 543

yieira. 121 0 37 0 0 158

R4sbin5ton,

bantoo/Franklin Ws. $$ $8,051

.

$2,321 $2-.002 0 $1,023 $13,731.

. . C :S.Hrs. 2,373 163 150 0 265 3,131

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Clark Co. °I, $$ $17,662 $12,671 $3,324' ,$1,070 - $197 $34,924

C.S.Hrs. 2.545 750 0 0 130 3,425

Vic.Hrs. 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0

..---

Grays Harbor Co. . $$ $11,990 $992 $3,405 $854 $600 $18,651.

C.S.Hrs. 7,045 1,525 2,410 4§0 370 13,5.5.

Vc.Hrs. 0 0 0 3 0 0.

.1contAnued)

0

1
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(continued) TABLE 13. AMU= OF RESTITUTION ORDERER,. BY PROJECT1

PPCZECTa , MARCH APRIL JULY T, 7
7"I`S) EARLIER :TOE JUN= THRu SEPT OCT NOV T:T;L3

King

Seattle

26

53 $28;401 . $5,483 $1,539 $1,366 $36,789
C.S.Hrs. 11,207 1 2,916 2,015 / , 723 591 17,452
Vic.Hrs. C 0 0 0 / 0 0 - 0--- .. .-

SS $3,007 *. $26

0

0 $5,043
C.S.Hrs. ' 5,935 1

I

600 170 4 0 .i8,455.
Vic.Hrs. 0 0

0 I

0 c) 0

SS $1,596 1 $17071 $1,107 IS2,926 $816 $7,516
C.S.Hrs. 1,512 1,373 1,375 770 335 5,365
Vse.Hrs. 0 0 0 I 0 0 0

washinoton Totals $$ . $70,707 $22,468 $11,403 Isceso I $4,002 $116,6866 C.S.Hrs. 30,617 7,327 6,120
1 1,963 1 1,691 51,403

Vio.Hrs. 0 0 0
I

, .0 I 0 0 .

Wisconsin,

Ashland Co. SS $2,677

306

0

0

5267 550 1 5165 $3,159

Vic.Hrs. . 47 0
70 25 I 25 426
0 1 . 0 40

c.s.Axs.

47

Barron 02.2 SS 0

g
0 i

0
C.S.Hrs.

$1:311

Vic.Hrs. 0 0

0 0

, 0, g I 0

$1.3170

0-.... - - - . - -
Chi/preys Co. SS $11,560 $885 $2.838 151,921 I $1,590 $18,704 sC.S.Hrs. 80 0 161 I 0

I

0 241Vic.Hrs. 147 90 16
1

0 ' 0 253

Douglas Co. $5 $2,579 $944 4 $1,765' 1 $1, I $588
C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 I -5 1 0

$6,186
. 0

Viedlra. 315 0 i

0 I . 0' i 0 325....-----.----...-----------1-_ __2 __ .
0% $2,3/-0 -11,0/4 , 0-- wil rs,u1San Claire Co. SS

7.-.4,
C.S.Hrs. 0 4 0 :I. 0 1 0
Vicairs. 0 3 I 0 0

1

'':

0

I

3. - -- ------ -------- ---_- -
. Pond atiue SS 1 0 $753 $874 153,738 1 $3-3 $5,738

C.S.Hrs 0 0 r 0 f 0 1 0 0
0 0 I 0 0 0 .

, Vicairs.
?,.,- .. - .. - - - ---

-.7-
. -

Green Bay $$ $11,902 $5,87E '. $3,557 i $463 ...,705 $23,503.

C.S.Hrs. 1,330 118', 645 300 . 100 2,493
Vicairs. 0 0 16 0 i 0 16-------_------------------ ..."

Kenosha Co.
i SS $85 $5,363. $5.886 :$2,572 $7.,437 $16,341
c.s.nrs. ' 376 1,195 ; 1,527 I 300 : 140 3,498

0 0 i 17 0 17 \r,Vio,airs. : 0

.....
.

mmiathon so. $$ 1522,924 $1,756 : $1,891 ; $968 /..$820 $28,379
c.s.8rs.1 0 0 : 0 4 0 0 0

iVic.Ers. 1 0 100
1

0 i 0 0
100

Mancelnee Resas-4tion ss 1$11.963 $612 ' $322 I 0 $17 7712,914
C.S.Hrs. , 158 137 ' 356 ' \ 0 10 661
11./.10111rs. 1 '28 0 ' 0 I 0 0

.
28

,

Cutups:if/Ch. : $$ ; $9,706 $2,026 , $s,s's $2,496 $377 $18,200
IC.S.Hrs. ! . ° 0 I 0 1

114 0
IVic.Hrs. I

17 0 . 0 . 0 0 17
I

Racine Co. SS .. 0 $2,446 ' $473 I $793 $369 $4.0%
, 1AS.Hrs. I

0 ;0 0 f 0 0
. ilac.hrs. 0 0 , 0 , 0 0 0a_

....5..
Rock Co. ss $15,353 '510,870 $7,735 15,090 $315 $39,363

IC.S.Hrs. 222 . 0 0 0 i 0 222
Vic.Hrs. 35 j 0 '

s' 0 t 0
I 0 35

--- .... -- ------. -- ------ -- -- ..._ -- . --...

Halwortn Co. $$ .09,265 $200 $845 .0 $10,310
CS.Hrs. 0 . 170 / 0

l,

170
Vic.His.. .0 0 0 0 . 0 0------ - ------- -------- ,---- ---

(conttnusd)
,

'....

4

.1
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27
(continued) VOLE 13, mow? or RESTITUTION ORDERED. 9Y PPTECTI

PT.::.7.8.?: IS)
MARCH 6 APRIL 1 JULY 1

EARLIER THRU JURE'THRJ SEPT OCT
Z"."-.7.;T:*7.

I'

Wisconsin Totals SS 599,331 S14,121 $33,122 $18,401 $9,274 ek..4194,249
C.S.Hrs. 2,472 1,5611 2,759 1 625 275 v 9 7,711
Vic.Rrs. 599 193 12 1. 17 0 841

',Entries in the tabl represent HIS intake and closure forms Si. cases referred or closed
-through November 30, 1980 that were received at IPA by January 9, 1981. The, abbreviation
'C 5 refers to unpaid ognmunity service hours, "Vic.Hrs." refers to unpaid victim
service.

2
These projects art closed.

Includes transfers.

a

1

79-489 0-81--9

,
1 2.;
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'TABLE 14. AWOUNT OF RESTITuTICPAID MID WORKED BY PR0JECT1

PPOZ-ZCI TYPSIS) MARCO 4 APRIL Y
EWJER ITORU Jun Ru EPT OCT

2.7wC.ATI4
. NOV

/
20Cts, GRk rrs

SS

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Ors

$5,017
130

25

$1,494
0

0

$5,253
656

.. 8

i

$413
24

0

..

$425
121

0

$12,602
931

33

AR, Wesiern
.

CA , Ventura Co. SS

C.S.Ors.
\.Vic.H.rs

$13--..k,819

2,154
N 245

$4,683
1,045

0'

' $8,138
1,366

0

$1, 38
1

$4,01.
. 240

0

$33,087
4,945 1

245

CT, Norwich $$

C.S.Ors.

Vic.Ors.

$5,558
868

....

$840
1%038

$4,939
1,536

$247
255

0

105
$11,584

3,802

DC, Washington SS

' C.S.Ers.
Vic.Ors.

$67

2.358
0

$640
2.297
' 0

$997
2,856

10

$60
1,802

0

$562
423

0

$1,808

9,736
' 10

FL, aroviid ca. $$ '

C.S.Ern.
Vic.11.ra.

$4,138
1,284

60

$4,428

603
n '

$5,155

!. 518
(1

$2,716

240
in

$1,743

00
n

$18,230 ,

2,845
qn

CA, Clayton Co. $$

C.S.Ors.
Vie.Ors.

$830
601

D.

$1,328
267

0

$833
267

0

4.:$3.01

79

0

' 5130
110

0'

t .
$3,222
1,324

0

ID, 4th Judicial Dist.

....

SS

cS.Ors.
*Ossi.,.--'14c.Ors.

$14,791
744

402.

$5,492

45

$7,3731.
42

$2,990

0

$1,299

0

,
$4i,t31

489

IL, Clicago $$

C.S.Ors.
Vic.Ors.

$333
0

0

$410
10

. 0

$1,707
0

0

$629
- 0

0

0

.0

0

$3,079
10
0

sr, Jefferson Co. SS

C.S.Srs.

. Vic.Hrs.

$15,595

.833

o

.$5,919

420
109

$9,332
154
07

$2,514
0

a

$2,057.

40
0

$3S,419
1,447
. III

LA, Now Orleans $$

C,S.Iirs.

Vic.Ors.

$3,777
0
0

$3,777
0
0

$5,992
1S5

0

$2,844
80
0

$2,315
122

0

1

$18,705 .

357

0

ME, Oroberland Co. SS

C.S.Ors.
Vic.Ors.

$8,542
1,660

23

,$1,298
0

0

$2,847
455

0

$289
245

3

$2,178
0

0

$15,154
2,360

26

KO, Prince George's Co. SS

C.S.grs.
Vic.Hrs.

$18,797
5,531

0

$7,943
643

0

$16,266
1,898

. 0

$2,646
50

0

$1,703 $47,255
336 8,458

0 0

RA, Lynn $$

Ic.s.srs.

IVic.Ors.

$5,428 $2,967
33140 187

e 0

$4,706
64

16

$3,804
114

0

$1,459 s1e,434
0 696
0 24

, Bedford 1 $$

C.S.Ors.

Vie.Ors.

$9,828 $2,281
. 34 .0

::,832
I

52,208 0 $17,149
0 0 0 . 34

tY.,-) I SS

C.S.Ors.
Vic.ers.

$13,020
2,813

307

$654
667
208

ti

1 $5,154 y $6,038

1.58D I 832
0 4C

$1,884
342

.0

$33,928.
6,595

555

MA, Westfield , I SS

:C.S.Ors.

Vic.Ors.

$2,116
185

0

$1,876 I $1,501 0

75 146 6
0 I 0. I 0'.

$1,004
17.

D

$6,617*
449;
0

:Co Wayns Co! SS
__,' IC.S.Bri.

. Vic.Ors

$9,488
234

30

$5,034
359

0

$7,296

1,783
0

$2,097 $3,302
474 219 3.0P5

0 0 30

MN, genneVin Co. 1 Sf
C.S.Hrs.
IVicairs

'$28,675

6'66-
40

$10,156 $5,324 $760
20616 968 120

0 0
1

0

$903 $46,331.
8 12,419
0 I. AO

E4, Red Lake Reservation! 'SS
9

. IC.S.Ors.

Vicairs

0

0

0

0 ! $40 $171 0 $211
0 1 0 0 0 0

0 ' 0 0.0 I 0 NK

M4, Washington ,I. ss
IC.S.Ors.
ivirdirs.

$2,e15 $2,394 $1,495 0 I 0 $6,704

1,751 471., : 415 1,.. 110 1 0 2,751
222 . 114 ; 23 I 0 0 , 356

(consumed)
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TABLE 14 '1750125."2-62-Pg.SIT27121.02i -PAIDViti-WORKElfai PROJECT*

PR:12SC; I
t

. ,

1:YPECS1

-

_ CIOT-.,.t111:.T.
,1Mcll & t, _.--.:3;,_ --:- . - .....

-EARKTER "TE 013U st;:. I ocr."--'-'- -soy -.., 1 2.1.'-;Z;."S'--

..,

NH, Concord
2

,

- C

ll
C.S.Hrs.
Vic.lits

5279 .
'70
0

5100-
_42-

0

--.; -if
D

..- -C,

--s- '0,
0

C;
-0-
b

-

. t3,79.
_., 112

0

NJ, Camden 01.
.

55

C.S.Hrs.
Vicatrs.

. -
59;833

5,551
30

53,306
965

0

12.160.:
1,219

0

1811'
138:
0

-51:01
.--ia6-..

te1

i1,43r
- 8:113

30

CS, Maus -Brown 00s.

',.

55
C.S.Hrs.,
Vic.Hrs.

54:114--
288
40

1845.
. 160

0

52, 364
200

'0
1 49'

0

0'
0
0

:3'7,.459 ,

"688''
-- 40-

csi, Gauge 05.6 .1
a

. .

55. ,

C.S.Hrs.
Vlo.ars.

..

510.846
0

78

-54,949
772

O.

$,5,559
1,e5,t-

126

,1363
390
'0

$1,244.
-806

0-

536:961
3,822 _

204

CS, Haa.1.1;oo Co.
, ...

55

C.S.Hrs.
Vic arsz -

-
58,404

0
0

52,526
0
0

36,645
0
0

$2,913
0.

o '

53,048

0
523.,535

0

q-,1--

OH, Lucato.
.

55

C.S.Hrs.

Vic.ars.

537,071

1'030
16

111,073
40
OA

513,721
557

0 ,.-

-54,182 -,
- 210 .'"

_ 0-

53,603
_284:.

- '0

.58,1,96,":.

..*4_12f.

16"

CH, St. Clairsville

,5

$$

CSHrs
Vicalrs.

4 52,493
612

16

51,286
255

0

,51i0.

175

0

0 -

;-:

5694

175
0 ,

54,583

1,217
16

CH, Summar OD. $$

C.S.Hrs.

vic.am.

557,299
0

0

514,601
0

o

514.150
0

o

51,348
'' 0

0

54,186
,0
0

591,784
0

0

OK, Oklaluaa Co. 55
C.S.Hrs
Vic.Ars,

51,599
. 26

0

51,631

56

0

52,066

278

0

5752

60

0

563

20

11

59,232
450
11 .

PA, ho Piedras . 55

C.S.Hrs.
V1c.Hrs.

0

10.254

213

0

3,648

0

0
4,067

0

0

898
0

0
20

0

0
18,887

213e
SC. Clarleston 55

C.Sairs,

v1e.Hrs.

0

8,088

0

0

2,880
0

0

2,683
0

0

397

0

% 0

724

0

0

14,772
0

TX, El Paso 55

C.S.Hrs.
Vlo.ars

35,98041
2,656

02,08:
621

52,623
300

i,. $370

3

0

0

512,070.
5,041

VA, Newport News 55

C.S.Hrs.
Vlq.ars.

54,342
600
. 0

54,505'

145

1

57,88
246

1

0921
205

C

5365
156

0

516,019
1:352

0

WA, Soo:waist Co.2
,

SS

C.S.Hrs.
Viedirs.

515,488
0

0

$4,012 0 %0 0
0 0 6 0
0 0 0 0

520,400
0 .

7

,147. has Co

.

55

C.S.Hrs,
Vic.Hrs.

512,827

299
56

53,350
828

0

53,667

1,190
40

0 5504
0 3406

0

512,82"
2,657

96

, I

STE:En= CURTI

55

C.S.Hrs
54,725

1,127
75

5831

200

0

52,350

324

51,830
285

51,155
140.

0

510,861
2,086

. '75

514.124-c'
9,508
114

Delawares

Kant Co.

IVicArs.

New Castle Co. 55

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

58,292
5.046

89

52.761
2,578

0

52.824
1,739 '

25

$172
75

0

525
70

0

Sussex Co. 55
cp.eii.

V1c.Hrs.

53.536
1,080

2?

5450

.355

C

5853

324:

5862

115
0

5418 56,119
0 1,925

, 0 r. 65 %

, . teontioued)

,
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(continued)
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TABLE /4. AMOUNT OF RESTITUTION PAID A= *CREED BY pROJECT1

tx1rEcT-, 7..:(s) MARCH t APRIL ' JULY
EARLIER FNAU JUNE BIM/ SEPT

IC'.",:L.TIV:

I TOTALS
NOV

tilairareTotilS $$

C.S.Hr3.
Vic.Hrs.

$16,553 $4,042
7,263 ' 3,173
189 0

$6.077
2,398

65

$2,834
475

0

$1,598
' 210

0

$31,104
13,519

.254

Nevada:. .

$$

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.ars.

0

0

0

$234

0

$109
10/

0

0

0

0

$40
0

0

$383

100
0

1'

Chun/till/Lander/
Eureka Cos.

-

Clark Co. $$

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

$14,678
16
0

$4,397

224
0

$10,198

97
0

$3,286
0

0

$2,439
0
0

$34,988
:317

0

LIM Co. ir$ 0

C.S.Hrs. 0

Vic.Hrs. 0

$230

0

0

$900

0
0

- $110
0

0

0

0

0

11,240
0

'0

Esseraldeptineral/
By Cos.

$$ $1,242

C.S.Hrs. 0 '

Vic.Hrs. 0

. 0

0

0

$750
0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

$1,99?
0

0

BdetIldt/Pershing Cos. $$ 0
C.S.Hrs. 0
VioHrs 0

$88

0

0

$1,426
24

0

$175

0

0

$84

0

0

$1:773
24

0

$6,7537
944
'930

Lyon/Douglas Cbs. $$ $2,788

C.S.Hrs. 210

V1e.Brel...... 0

$586
151

0

$2,419

500.
0

$780
83

.$180
0

30

Storey Co. S$ $648
C.S.Hrs. 20
Vic.mrs. 0

$430
0

0

$1,161
0

1

$40

0

$415 $2;692

0 . 0

Bisbee Co.

------.1: 2

SS $3,375
C.S.Hrs. 0
Vlo.ftvi.

' .0

53,053

0

0

$4,813
344

0

$241 $700,

0 0

0 . 0

$12,182
344

0
.

White Pine/Ineola COs $$ $844
C.S.Hrs. 0
Vic.Hrs. 0

$708

0

0 ,

0

0
0

0 $586 $2,138
0 0 0

0 0 0

Benda Totals

.

$$ $23,575
C.S.Hrs. 246
Vic.Hrs. 0

$9,716 121,776
375 1,085
0 0

$4,632 $4,444 $64,143
83 0 1,769
0 ,f 30 '30

....

Nem Jersey: -

St ,

C.S.Hrs.
ic.Xrs.

$71, 'so $63
0 0

0
.

0 0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0. .,

p/00
. 0

0
. ,

Atlantic Co.

Bergen Cp. 1 $$

.S.FIrs.

}Vic.Hrs.

0

ó
0

$633 $3,021
50 1,190

..0 0

0
$414

0

0

r"
0 $4,068

58/ I 1,820
0 L_ 0

Burlington C2. t

1 $$

i::Iirs:
$516

0

0

.......

$195 ' $533
113 I 135

0 40 ,

$585

40

0

$331 $2,160
60 348

0 I 40

Cape, May Co. $$

.S.Brs.

ic.Hrs.

sips

.0
0

$1,025 I 0
0 0
0 0

' 0
0

0

0I $1,140
0 , 0
0 0

60Aboarlibd CO. ''''',1 SS `
' r:saro.
plealrs.

.

0

. 0

0

0

0 I 0

0 1 0
.-.....----

0

0

0

0 ,c
o 0 ...

0 0
Ebeex Co. 0

ta. $0 0

t.f.lirs. 0
. 0

23
0

(continued)
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TABLE 14 AMOUNT OF RESTITUTION RAID AND WORKED BY PROJECT1

.

PROZECT TYPE(5) MARCH 4 LrAPRIL, JULY

EARLIER RU ju* THRT SEPT OCT

.

NOV

Ct,2MAT:7:
2TA

Hudson Co, SS+ $835 i1:030 $1,688 $478 $779 $4,810

.

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

Oe c

(1.

0

0

0

0 .

0

0

0

0

0

0

$$ 0 . 0 0
-..-.

0 0
-..

0
Huntardon Co.

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vic.Hrs' 0 . 0 0 0 0 0

Mercer Co. $$
$264 $248 $1,100 $248 $136 $1,996

C.S.Hrs.
31 , 190 89 36 20 366

--
Vic.Hrs.

0 0, 0 2 0 2

Middlesex Co. ' $5 $310 $300 $78 0 $83 $771

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 1: 0 0 0

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

lonoxruth, CO. $5 0 $471 4604 $140 $500 $1,715

C.S.Hrs. 0 549 4,119 788 480 5,936

Vic.Hrs 0 o 0 0 p o

Ocean Co. SS 0 0 0 0 0 0

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0
d

PiSSAIC CO. $5 566 0. $63 0 0

-

$129

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 200 0 ,''',200

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Salsa CO. 55 0 0 0 0 0 0

C.S.Hrs. 45 179 0 0 0 224

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0

Sussex CO. SS 0 0 0 0 0 Olk--0

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vic.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rev Jersey Totals $$ $2,171 $3,972 47,423 52,025 $1,829 517,420

C.S.Hrs. 76 1,104 5,533 1,163 1,140 9,016

' Vicars. 0 0 40 2 0 4:

New York:

4,

I.

SS 517,218

.

59,163 56,477 53,329 53,408 540,350
NaSsAU

ao

....,
C.S.Hre,. 0 24 24 O. 0 48

Vic.Hrs.
-.

36 0 0 0 0 38

---------..-
Suffolk Co.

..............,....................................

$',288 52,355 ;1.244 $779 0 512,416"
...

S$

C.S.R.rs 0 2 0 0 0 0

Vic.Hrs. 0 3 0 0 0 0

Upstate 03s. Si 59,067 52,527 59,436 5305 $3,032 424,457

C.S.Hrs. 0 0 122 0 0 122

Vic.ft s. 0 0 8 0 16 .24

Nov York Totals ' $5 $33,563 $14,045 $17,157 $4,413 56,440 $77,223V
C.S.Hrs. .0 24 146 0 0 170

.
Vic.Hrs. 38 0 8,_' 0 16 62

. .

1,E2117f1511:

untoc/TT.0.1i. cos. $5 $2,449 42,225 52,421 0 $182 $1,5,21

C.S.Hrs 593 495 318 0 0 1,506'

Vie.Hrs. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mark CO.
-t-

SS $964 $1,991 $2,112 $6,494 $471 $12,032

C.S.Hrs. 286 425 110 90 30 943

Vic.Hrs. 37 0 0 0 0 37

Grays Harbor Co. $T'° 41,030 $1,3r $2,209 $300 I $559 i $7,026

C.S.Hrs. 3.313 1,66: 1,267 235 422 8,23'

Vic.Hrs.
.----

, 0 599 0' 0 I 0 S99

(continued)
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(continued) TARIS 14. AMOUNI Or RESINTUTIM PAID AND WORKED BY PROJECT'

PROJECT 7,,,cs,1 MARCH
EARLIER

APRIL JULY
URN JUNE TWIN SEPT OCT NOV

Xing Co. $5

C.S.Hrs.

Vic.Hrs.

53,525
3,625

0

53,360

16730

0

$1,61;
1.634

0

' 5300 0
234 294

0 1 0

58,8016
7.517

0

Mason Co.

Seattle

SS

C.S.Hrs.
Vig.Hrs.

$5

C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

51,000
1,943

0

5415
64

0

51,907

1.515

0

5268

1,056

0

,-

5402

590

0

0

0

0

0

0

9

550
I ,190

0

$3,541
5.233

0

5978
2.113

0

580

568

0

5165 I

235

0

Washington Totals /$
C.S.Hrs.
Vic.Hrs.

510.383
9,826
,37

$11,058

6,883
599

58.840
4,587

0

57,259
794

0

51.262
936

0

539,909
25.549

636

Wisconsin:

55 51,174

C.S.Hrs. 56

Vic.Hrs. 47

$1,203
40

0

0310

0

0

0 0
50 , 0

0 0r.

$2,775
146

47

Ashland Co.

Barron Co.2 55 5164

C.S.Ers. 0

Vic.Hrs. 0

0

0
0

00

0

0 0
0 0

0 0

5164
0

0

Chippewa Cg. $5 53,554

C.S.Hrs. 30

Vic.Hrs. 145

51,074

0

0

55,173

25

106

4.-
5241. 0

74 42
0,' 0

510,044
171

241

Douglas Co. $5 5150

C.S.Hrs. 0

ViaHrs. 0

f$304
0

0

5692

0

9

0 5498
0 0
0 0

.

51.644
0

9

Lau Claire Co. 55 0

C.S.Hrs. 0

Vic.Hrs. 0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5100 0
0 0

a 0

5100
0
0

rand du Lae 55

C.S.Irs.
Vic.Ixs.

----.
ss .

C.S.Hrs.
Viairs.

0

0

0

--,.. ----
55,574

684

0

-------------------------------_-----
0

, je

0

C

0

0

------ ..
, 53,554
! 394 ,J

' 0

: 5716

1 , 591

:

0.

599

0

C

----
53.657

295

0

52,379

635

0

5275 5500
0 0

0 0. 0
- -----
5192 51,968,
150 175

0 16

------------
5364 5343
354 100
0 0

5874

0

0

514,945
1.695

' 16

53.822
1,680

0

Gteen bap

--------......----------- ---
Kenosha Co. 51

C.S.His.
ViaIrs.

Marathon CO.

..1,

'55 $8,792 I 51,474
C.S.Hrs. 0 I 0
ViaHrs, 0 ; 0

57.137 $183 5673 $18,259
0 0 0 0

100 I 0 0 100

51,448 --$7377 5185 . $5,745
320 114 145 631

6 : 0 1 0 12

Menominee Reservation

--,

$5
'1

53,716 i 5162
C.S.Hrs. 52 0

Vic.Hrs. 6 1' . 0

Outage:Lim Cb.

*

......k

5; 53.029 ; $1,530 52.851

, . 0 1
0 0

c.ars. 17 1 0 0

I 566 5635 $8,111
0 0 0
0 I 0 17

Racine Co. 55
1

0 1 $108 5..896
1

0 5916 52,920
42.S.Hrs. I 0 : 0 0 0 0 0
Vic.Hrs. 0 1 0 0 0

Pock CO. I 55 I 57,185 I 51,666 .54.297 ! 52,73E 52,463 519,269
.5.11rs. 4 152 30 0 0 0 182

Vic.Hrs. 35 0 0 , 0 35

Walworth Co. $5 54,553 0 0 0 54,553
C.S.Hrs. 0 t 0 0 0 0

0 0 o 0

vicontinued)
'4c

4



(continued)

PRO.TECT

Wisogniin Totals

131 9

TABLE 14 ANOINT OP RESTITUTION PAID AND WORKED BY PROJEcyl

ITP£(5) M8 M4 41 APRIL 1 JULY !

EARLIER Fou suit stni tc RON

I 55 537.893 1 011.991 530.727 54,413 58,201 593,225

C.S.Hrs.
Vicatrs. 240

974 1 1.054

0

1,275
221

742

0

462

16

4,50'
47

of

'Entries in the table represent HIS intake and closure forms for cases referred or closed
through November 30, 1980 that were received at IPA by January 9, 1981. The abbreviation
C.S.Rra.' refers to unpaid community service hours, 'Vic.Hrs.' refers to unpaid victim '

service.

2These projects are closed,

Includes transferi.

(

r) 7
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Introduction.

The. national evaluation of the Juvenile Restitution initiative is one

of the largest research projects'ever funded by the National Institute of.

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prduention. Under study are 85 separate

restitution projects in 26 states, .Puerto Pace, and the District of Columbia,

including 35 directly- funded projects and 50 others spatmed by omnibus grants

1
to six statewide agencies. Over a three-year period comprehensive data will

be collected on more than 50,000 referrals to restitution projects, and per-

sonalinterviews will be conducted wit1 about 7,000 juvenile offenders and

at least an equal number of victims. 2 In addition, the attitudes of more0

* as
than 1,200 lay citizens and 300 juvenile justic4 professionals concerning

restitution and juvenile crime will be explored. All together, more than
o

one-half million computer cards--or nearly 265 boxes- -will be required simply,

0
o to store all the data.

The question of why these data are being collected should' be obvious to

even the'harsheseseritic of evaluation research. With more than $30 million

in federal funds committed to juwenile,restitution, every effort must be made

to document that restitution'Ves implemented, given a fair chance, and fully

tested. All aspects of the research design developed for the evaluation, lin
,-

fact, 'ale dedicated to those puiposes.

. This paper will explain how th&data for this evaluation are being col-

leqted and what uses will be made of them. It begins with a review of the

A
objectives of the initiative, tor those provide the primary guidance to the

questions being asked and the propositions being examined. The remainder,of

the paper will set forth the three major components of the evaluation, describe

_the studies being conducted,, and discuss the progress to date.

- CI

`s,
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,........Objectives of the Initiative"

The objectives of the initiative were spelled out in the Program Announce-

ment issued in February, 1978.
3

They are!'

(1) A reduction in the number of youths incarcerated.

(2). A reduction in recidivism of those youths involved in restitution

programs.

(3) Provision for some redress orsatisfaction with regard to the

reasonable value of the damage or loss suffered by victims of juvenile, offenses.

(4) Increased knowledge about the feasibility of restitution for juve-

niles in terms of cost effectiveness, impact on differing categories of

youthful offenders, and the juvenile justice process.

/
(5) An increased sense of responsibility and accountability pn the

part of youthful offenders for their behavior.

(6) :Greater community confidence in the juvenile justice, process.

Reflected in these, objectives are several specific concerns:

First, attention in the initiative clearly is directed at the polic4les

of juvenile courts concerning the more Frious offender--the juvenile who

has had prior contact with the police and/or the court or who has committed,

as a first offenie, a crime which would place him or her in jeopardy of

incarceration. Ely requiring that referrals to restitution programs be

limited to adjudicated delinquents:tord bAmPhasizing that the programs be 1.

used as alternatives to incarceration,.the initiative obviously is targeted

at a particular type of juvenileoffender.

Second, concern for the impact ofge restitution program on the juvenile

justice process as i'whole is expressed in Objective 4. One important issue.

is whether the implementatidn of a restitution program, as an unintended and'',

inn.tantW conseque 4 e, will "widen the net" for juvenile offenders and ensnare

12.
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more youths in the system. This might occur it juvenile authOrities view

restitution as an attractive disposition, especially when weighed against

-unattractive alternatives, and begin to Increase the number of petitions

filed and the number of youths adjudicated. On the other hand, there is the

questign of whether juvenile court Judges will, in fact, use restitution as

an alternative even when it is made available to them.

Third, assumptions are made concerning the impact cif participation in

a restitution program on bothoffenders and victims. Through direct resti -

tution or community service, offenders are expected to experience "an increased

sense of responsibility and accountability" (ObjeCtive 5) and be less inclined

to comsat further offenses (Objective 2). Victims, by receiving redress or

satisfaction with regard to their damage or loss (Objective 3), should mani-

fest improved attitudes toward the juvenile justice system and this, in

turn, should promote greater community confidence in the juvenile justice

JAPr K.

process (Objective 6).

Fourth, it is suggested (by Objective 4) that the feasibility of resti-

tution may differ by category of Juvenile offenders. in other words, attention

4
should be focused on the characteristics of youth who demonstrate significantly

different rates of success in completing restitution requirements.

Fifth, concern is expressed (again in, Objective 4) about the cost-

effectiveness of restitution as a feasible sanction for juvenile offenders.

A related issue is the cost of different types,of restitution programs, and

especially the cost and effectiveness of different restitution program
n.

components.

A theoretical -framework which relates the objectives of the initiative,

as dependent variahlpe to participation in restitution programs of different

types and under conditions has been fully exPlicatedeigewhere and is

at

s
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lengthy for inclusion here.4 The
following sections obtline the major'com-

. poAnts of the evaluation and discuss each in terms of its purpose, the

objectives addressed, the research design, the data collection procedures,

and the progress made thus far.

Component No Impact Assessment

o The first major component of the evaluation is designed to assess the

impact of restitution od offenders add victims. So that thelnique efforts

of restitution can be isolated,
experimental- research design -- involving the.

random, assignment of adjudicated delinquents
and their victim"; into experi-

mental and control groups--have
been established in six project sites:

Ventura County, CA; Clayton County,
GA; Oklahoma County, OK; Seattle, WA;

Dane County, WI; and Washington, DC.
This segment of the evaluation focuses

on outcome Measures such as'rates of recidivism and shifts in attitudes, and

involves comparisons between restitution and non-restitution dispositions;

programmatic.restitution end non=programmatic restitution; and. restitution

as a sole sanction vs. restitution coupled
with other types of treatments.

The researadesigns in all of the impact assessment sites are compl ,

. and no onelbf them can be easily captured in a single table or For
.

purposes of. illustrating the types of designs implemented, and the tyreb of

analyses involved in the impact assessment, 'a simplified model
aof the basic

research plan in each of the sites is presented in Table 1.

Table 1 shows the research groupS (control
and experimental groups) upon

which data are being collected:the instruments
used. to collect-the data, the

points at which the instruments are administered,
and the purposes for which

the data will be used.
'

. .

'Ag,indicated by the table, adjudicated offeriders meeting,the projects

Are initially in

L
olved in a primaii, random assignment (RAI) into control and

11 0

t



TABLE 1

RESEARCH PLAN FOR IMPACT ASSESSMENT SITES

;) POPULATION RESEARCH GROUPS INSTRUMENTS DATA COLLECTION POINTS

(

ANALYSES

Adjudicated.,

Of

Meeting
Eligibility
Criteria

I, eoptrol(s)

(RA )
1

II. Experimental(s,)

1. Slibgroup;,,

(RA
2

N. SUbgrdupn

M.I.S. Forms

Offender Survey

Self-Report

Official Records

Treatment Intake;
Restitution Case Closure

Treatment Exit

Exit +'6 moo Exit + 12 mo.

Pre and Post-Treatment

Incarceration/

Seriousness

Attittidinal

Recidivism

Victims of
EligiblE
Offenders

I.:ControliS)
(RA

1
)

II. Experimental(s)

(RA1) m Primary Random Assignment .

(RA2) a Sedondary Random Assignment

Victim Survey
Treatment Exit;
Restitution Case Closure

":'

Victim Satigfaction

'14

1.
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experimental groups (the points at which the random assignments are made,

and the nature of the'groups, will be discussed shortly). In two of the

sites -- Clayton County and Oklahoma County--the offenders'in the experimental

groups are further distributed among subgroups in a secondary random assign-

1
ment (RA

2). Vhese additional groups, made possible by the large number of

client;, expected in those two projects, are designed pc" assess the unique

impact (if any) of restitution "add-ons" such as probatioh and counselling.

The table also indicates a random assignmint of,the victims of juvenile

offender's , inio control and experimental grOups. In actuality, the victims

themselves are not subjected to random assignment procedure; rather, they

are apportioned into these groups on the basis ofethe random assignments of

.their offender's.

While the control and experimental
groups differ across the six sites

in order to evaluate different treatment modalities and Lfferent approaches

to restitution, the data collection procedures and types of analyses are

essentially the same.. Four 'major-analyses are planned: 4

(1) .Incarceration/Seridusness Analysis--,This analysis is. one of several

designed to address the objective calling for a reduction in the incarceratioy,

of juvenile offenders. The objective is being approached in two,different

but related ways: 0

First, a direct measure of the,extent to which incarceration is being

reduced is obtained in those sites where, random assignment into the restitu-

tion project is made from a pool of offenders who are likely candidates for

incarceration. Since the characteristics of both groups are identical, the

percentage of youths in the experimental groups who would have been incar-
Aa

cerated may be assumed to equal the percentage of offenders in the control

groups who, actually are incarcerated. Research designs which alloNthis

1

1 4
-1 2

.410`4
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measure to,.beAaken are in place in Oklahoma County, Ventura County, Clayton

County, and Washington.

,Second,.an indirect approach may be -taken by assuming a direct, moriii-

tonic relationship between the seriousness of the offender and the probability

of incarceration. Using this assumption. incarceration may be said to be

reduced to the extent that the projects involved in the initiative accept

youths who, because Of theeir past records or the seriousness of the instant

offense, probably would have been committed to an institution. The data

required tp0...s:eA the seriousness of the offender and/ol instant offense

are collected on the Management Information System (M.I.S.) Intake Form.

0Since these data are collected on all offenders referred to every project,

this portion of the incarceration redAption/seriousness analysis is being

conducted across the entire,initiative.

(2) Juvenile Offender Attitudinal AnalysisThis analysis relates to

the objective which suggests that juvenile offenders referredto restitution

projects will experience "an increased sense of responsibility and account-

ability" fot their actions'. An instrument designed to measure,such attitudes,

.and to assess differences in attitudes between youths referred to restitution
.

projects as compared Wtith youths receiving more traditional dispositions, is

administered to offenders in both the experimental and control groups upon

the completion of their respective "treatments." Included on the question-

-mire are items intended to tap the youths' attitudes toward (heir offenses,

their victims, and themselves. If restitution theory is correct, then youths

involved in restitution projects, should have a greater appreciation for the

victim's loss, a greater awareness of the trouble they have caused, and a

greater sense of self-esteem for having completed the'terms of a restitution

contract.

0
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(3) Recidivism Analysis7-Like most delinquency treatment programs, the

National Juvenile RestitutionDinitiative
Includes the reduction of recidivism

as a paramount objective.
Twoyrocedures are being used to collect data on

the number of new offenses committed by youths in the experimental and control

46groups:

The first procedure involves the use of a "self-report" insfnment which

is administered to youths in the experimental and control groups at six-month

intervals following the completion of their respective dispositions. Using

this indtrument, the youths themselves report to the evaluators the type and

number of new offenses they have committed. The instrument also provides

the youths with the opportunity to report oh conventional and more positive

types of behaviors.

The second procedure consists of an official records check which is run

on all youths in the experimental and control groups. The records check

covers the period prior to the instant offense, in-order to establish a

° baseline for coiparison, as well as the period following the instant offense.

Although official records checks invariably under-estimate the true amount

of delinquency, the magnitude of undue- estimation may be assumed to be the

sada for offenders in both the experimental and control groups. In addition,

the officialrecords are useful ds;atheck on the veracity of the self-

reported information provided by the IseUths.

(4) Victim Satisfaction AnalysiS.--As its naie implies, this-analysis

' * is designed to determine whe,h6r the victims of offenders referred to resti-:

tution projects manifest nay differencesin attitudes toward the juvenile

.°
justice system. For several reasons, these victims should view the juvenile 0

a

justice system more favorably than those victims whose offenders are in the

control groups. First, these victims should have more contact with the system

X

a

1 4
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and a greater awareness of what was done about their case. Second, they

should perceive a better fit between the offenSe and the disposition, and

thus be more likely to consider the juyenile justice system fair in its

treatment of offenders and victims... Third, these ytrims - -if only through

the luck of the draw- -are targeted for compensation.

The victims of offenders im both t e experimental and control groups

are interviewed when their offenders, comp ete their respective dispositions--

Or at about the same time the offenders a*s interviewed. The instrument is

designed to capture the victims' attitudes toward the offender and toward

juvenile'crime in general as well as to assess theiir satisfaction with the

.operation of the juvenile Justice system.

The types of expmental and control groups in the six impact assess-
,

ment sites, and the comparisons among them, are displayed in 4able2. The

order in which the control groups are arrayed along the horizontal axis,

and the experimental groups along the vertical axis, is not in itself .

4

significant; the table was constructed so that Sites with similar designs

colld be grouped for purposes of comparison.

he Ventura County and Washington, DC projects appear in columns 1 and

2: These projects are similar in that random assignment,is made out of two

predeterminecteategories of offenders. one,category is comprised of youths

iecommehded for probation, and the other category is made up of youths

recommended for incarceration. The control and experimental groups are the.

Same in both sites with one exception, ih Ventura County, the offenders

referred to the restitution pigject out of the group ticketed for incarcers,

tioni make restitution while residing in a group home which is reserved for

Project youths.

79489 10

4
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TABLE/

CHARACTERISTICS OF CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS IN IMPACT SSESSMENT SITES

CHARACTERISTICS OF CONTROL GROUP/TREATMENTS

OF EXPERIMENTAL
GROUP TREAOTTS I

TM*11. v
INCARCERATION

/

PROBATION PROB. + COUNSEL

-..

INCAR. OR RROB, REST. + PROB. PONPROJECT REST.

RESTITUTION IN
RESIDENTIAL
FACILITY

Ventura County de

.

'

...

t

.
.

.

.

- -

.
e

,

.

RESTITUTION
PLUS PROBATION

Washington, DC Ventura County
Washington, CC

Clayton County

..

Clayton County.

Oklahoma CoOnty.

10 ,

.
,.
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The projects in Oklahoma and Clayton counties distribute themselves

11

across three intersecting rows and columns in the center of the table. The

designs in these sites are similar for two reasons: first, the primary con-

trol group in both sites consists of a group of offenders who are processed

through the system as if the restitution project did not exist. Some of

these offenders are incarcerated, others are placed on probation, and rofeW

are simply released with warnings, none, however, are required to make resti-

tuVion. Second, the experimental groups in both projects are subdivided for

purposes of evaluating additional components.' In Clayton County,

experimental groups were created to assess the unique impact of mental health

counselling services. In Oklahoma County, experimental groups were formed
40

to test the effectiveness of restitution as a sole sanction against resti-

tution coupled with probation.

The designs in the Dane County and Seattle projects are the same in that

both are intendelito compare restitution performed under the auspices of a

private nonprofit agency with restitution administered by,probation depart-

ments. Since offendets in both the.experamental and control groups are

4r
making restiiution, attention in these projects is focused on the comparative

rates of completion, speed of completion, success in placing youth_in per-

. manent jobs, and so. forth.

In addition to differences in the experimellal and control groups the

projects also differ with respect to the points at which the random assign-

ments are made. These are displayed in Figure 1. In three of the sites--

.0klahomm unty, Washingtogv DC, and Clayton CoUnty--juJenile offenders are

first ad dicated, then screened for eligibility, and then randomly assigned

to exper ental and control gioups, with disposition occurring last. In

Ventura County, the offenders are screened after intake and randomly assigned

1 114 '4
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*This is a representational diagram depicting the points of random Assignment,. It does not show all
of the control and experimental groups, nor the differences among'them.
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'prior to adjudi tion,.whiCh takes place at the same time as disposition in
4.- .

`it Aligle hearing. In, Dane County and Seattle (where restitution is mandated
. ..

for all youths meeting eligibility criteria) random assignment occurs aftert
t ;
t ; adjudication, screeePog, and disposition.
t -.

t :

t
t 4 One aspect of the impact assessment remains to be discussed: while this
t
t
t
t evaluation is necessarily confined to restitution projects funded under the
t
t
t
t OJJDP initiative, a special arrangement has been made with Oklahoma County
t
t

t
t to collect and'include in the analyses data,on some non-adjudicated offenders
t

,.t
t
t
t

who make restittion as part of the requirements of a diversion project.

t
t

i Since-the youths in the diversion project ate not formally adjudicated, they
t
t
t

t
t

. fall outside the guidelines Of the fede&I program, and consequently the .
t 1

.o,

kt. services provided these youths are not supported by the initiative. However,
.L

t
% the project in all other respects IS highly similar to the post-adjudication
L
t

project and offers a unique and valuable opportunity to augment the infor-

i i
.:

Matlon generated through the evaluation by expanding of offenders.

\cccordingly, an additional research design was Implemented in Oklahoma County

wierein youths eligible for the non-adjudicated project are randomly assigned

ipto a non - restitution control group and two experimental groups: one com-

prised of offenders who are only required to make restitution, and the other

made up of youth making restitution in addition to receiving services from

variety of social agencies. T&.amie data are collected on these youths

And their victims as are collected on all other offenders and victims in the

impact assessmer7e4ites.
^7 ,

.domponent NO. 2: Process Evaluation*

The second Major component of the evaluation is designed to document

th% progOess of the initiative, describe the projects in terms of program

and'xreatment models, and determine the extent to which the initiative is
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stirring its targeted population of serious juvenele2offenders. In thid com-

ponent of the evaluation, the data collection procedures are expanded to

include all 85 restitutioh project sites, The studies which sake up the

process evaluation are-as follows;

------(13--Prouress-of-the Initiative- -The documentation of the progress of

(the initiative involves an on-going assessment 5F the amount4of time required

for tillprojects included in the initiative to become fully operational and

to begin meeting the caseflow projections' which they themselves set in their

applications for federal' funding. The data collected for this study include

the amount of time which elapses between project funding and client intake,

the projected number of clients per month, and the actual number of clients

' per month.

(2) Description of Frojecis7,-A complete andaccurate'description of

the projects in each of the restitution sites is souq',t for several,reasons.

First; it is important as an end in itself as part of the documentation of

the initiative and the millions of federal dollars expended. Second, descrip-

tions of the projects and their various components would be very useful to

persons attempting to implement new projects in different jurisdictions at

some point in the future. Third, project descriptions comprise a host of

independent or explanatory variables which cad:be used in analyzing data.

While the projects were generally wait- described in their applications

for funding, different projects chose to emphasize different aspects of

their approach to restitution in their proposals. Moreover, it often was

difficult to determine wheihorapparently similar components in different

proposals were in fact comparable. To obtain more complete descriptions;

and to enhaoce- comparability &dross projects, a questionnaire was administered

by telephone.to each of the project directors. Administration-of the
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qtlestionnaire is to bet' repeated at six -month intervals throughout the fife

'')of the projects in order to capture programmatic and administrative changes.

(3) Community and Professional SurveysAn important but frequently

dverlooked element In the implementation of a treatment strategy by federal

initiative is the reception given the strategy at the local level. As part t

of the process evaluation, surveys are being conducted of juvenile justice

professionals and randomly-selected members of the community at large in each

aftithe six impact assessment siteS. The surveys are designed to elicit atti-

tudes and opinions concerning juvenile crime, apptopriate dispositions for

juvenile offenders, and the organization and management of juvenile restitu-

tion projects. The community survey, conducted by telephone from the evalua-

tion's headquarters at the Institute of Policy Analysis in Eugene, OR, covered

slightly more than 200 persons in each of the six jurisdictions. The pro-

fessional survey, utilizing a mailed questionnaire, has attracted about 50

respondents titn. each site. The surveys were limited to a subset of the pro-

jects because of cost considenitions) the Impact assessmat sites were seacted

because of the availability of on-site evaluation staff for a'isistahce.

(4) Target Populatiori AnalysisThe target pOpulAtion analysis, involving

the collect n of data on every youth referred to every project in the entire

initiative, is perhapsee largest single component of the evaluation. It

has three major purposes:

The first major purpose of this portion'of the process evaluation isto

o- document the number and type of offenders referred to restitution projects.

by.."typ?Zof offender" is meant certain demographic characteristics (age,

race, sex, school status and family income) as well as the type of offense

committed, typepfv4ctim involved. and number of priorpolice,con'tacts.

.These data can be used to determine whether the offenders referred to projects
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are consistent with those targeted by the guidelines, and whether the ini-
j

tiative can have a sig6ificant impact on incarceration rates. As mentioned

previodsly in this paper, the use of such data to estimate the reduction in

incarceration involves the assumption that the probability'of institutionall-

zation increases with offender/offense seriousness.

The second major Purpose of the target population analysis is to monitor

the'operations of the individual projects. Of particular interest is the

type of restitution required (monetary, community service or victim service)

and the type Of..*Services provided (such as counselling, assistance'in locating

jobs or subsidized employment). These data caibe compared with the descrip-

tions of the projects as obtained from applications and interviews with pro-

ject directors, and provide additional documentation of the activities funded

by the initiative.

The third major purpose of this part of the evaluation is to gather

data concerning the performance of the individual projects and the initiative

as a whole. The data collected include information on the rates of success'

completion amount of victim losses recovered through restitution, time

elapsed in paying restitution, number of placements in lobs, and so forth.

The data may be further broken down to yield information on the types of

offender.s,most likely to complete restitution orders.

The data for the to t population analNyllssdare collected through the

use of the Managemlnt /nformatio System installed at each of the restitution

sites. The systet, includes an intake form filled out when a youth is referred

to.the project, a case closu2e form filled out when the youth completes the

restitutionder or is otherwise terminated from the project, amonthly

update form to monitor the progress of open cpses, and a monthly aggregate
^OW

data form used as a check on the cumulative number of referrals and closures.

:- r)
(___-----,

TI
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The forms are.fille4 out by project'personnel and mailed to the evaluators

at IPA for editing, coding and computerization. Once each month the data

on Intakes and closures are tallied, aggregated across all sites, and pub-

lished in a Monthly Evaluation Report, once every three months the data are

tallied for each individual project and published in a Quarterly Project

Data Report. These reports are mailed to all project directors, =DP, and

other persons interested in the initiative.

Component No. 3: Policy Studies
L

The third major component of the evaluation 'is comprised of a series of

policy studies.relating to the adjudicItioe and incarceration of juvenile

offenders, different strategies for funding a federal initiatrve, and the

costs of operating juvenile restitution projects. While the entire evaluation

contains policy implications, this component :pcuses on a set of somewhat

disparate issues which may be considered separately from questions concerning

program operations or the impact of restitution on offenders and victims.

The main points of similarity among these studies are that they are approached

through the use of aggregate data (rather than individual or case-by-case

data) and that they pose choices for decision-makers which have system-wide

ramifications. The studies are as follows:

(1) Incarceration /Adjudication StudyBecause of possibility of

nationwide trends set into motion prior to the promulgation of the restitution

initiative, and the possible interaction of these trends with state juvenile

codes and local policies, a straightforward evaluation of the initiative's

Ikobjective to reduce incarcerations is extremely problematical. For example,,

if incarcerations are generally decreasing throughout the country, then a

decrease in incarcerations in the jurisdictions with restitution projects:,

cannot be attributed solely to the influence of the initiative. Conversely,

13,3
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if incarcerations are generally increasing, then the initiative may appear

to have failed in its objective even if it actually reduced he rate of

increase.

mit

As previously mentioned, the national evaluation is approaching this

objective in several different ways, One approach draws upon data produded

by the experimental designs in the impact assessment sites, and computes the

reduction in incarceration within the experimental groups from ihe observed

rate of incarceration within the control groups. Another approach relies

on the case -by -case data being collected in all sites, and assumes that

incarceration is being reduced to the extent that the prOjects accept serious

offenders as cliehts.

The incarceration/adjudication study takes still a third approach. To

control for trends which pre-date or exist concurrently with the juvenile

restitution initiative, monthly databeginning in at least 1976 and spanning

the life of the Initiativeare being assembled on the number of juvenile

court referrals, adjudications, anti incarcerations. Optimally, these data

will be collected from all courts with restitution projects funded by the

initiative, and from 40 to 50 comparable courts. The courts in the latter.

category would constitute a comparison group and, other things being egilah,

should be unaffected by the initiative.,

An analysis of the trends in incarceration rates exhibited by the two

5 .

categories of courts in the months after the projects were implemented should

indicate the extent to which those rates were influencedbythe

if, for example, there were a national trend toward increasing incarcerations,

then the comparison courts should continue to show an increase while the

restitution courts leveled off. On the other hand, if there were a national

trand toward decreasing vIcarcerations, then the restitution courts should

displaia greater rate of decrease.

1,11
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The data also will indicate whether there are any significant differences

in the rates of adjudications between the two categories of courts. A fear

frequently expressed by juvenile justice planners is that new treatment pro-
.

grams have the unintended consequence of "widening the net" and ensnaring

more youth in the system. With the restitution initiative, this could occur

15 judges view restitution as an attractive disposition when compared with

other possibilities, and elects- to adjudicate offenders for the primary

purpose of getting them into the program.
e.

(2) Statewide vs. Local'Fonding--The decision by OJJDP to award 35

grants to local agencies and six grants to statewide agencies for the Pus-
,

pose of implementing multiple projects affords an excellent opportunity to

texamxne the consequences of statewide vs. local funding. The study will not

attempt to determine which funding strategy is superior, rather, it will

search for differences between the two groups of projects and try to discover

whether (other things being equal) the differences may be attributed to the

funding mechanism. The data being collected for this study include per-

. formance measures (speed and progress in implementing restitution projects,

success at meeting anticipated caseflow, rates of successful completions,

etc.) as well .sovrganizationalvariables (types of restitution required,

types of services provided, latitude in decision making, etc.). Naturally,

iii0e influence of other variables, such as the location of the projects within

the juvenile justice system and the amount of funding, will be taken into

account.

If significant differences between the Statewide and local .projects arb

uncovered, and these differences may be reliably attributed to the funding

procedures, this finding would have obvious implications for the planning of

future federal initiatives. On the other hand, if there are no apparent
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differences between the two groups of projects%then it may be inferred (at

least with respect to this initiative) that both funding strategies are

equally appropriate. The decision to fund future projects directly or

through statewide agencies could be made, therefore, on the basis of other

criteria such as efficiency.

(3) Cost - Effectiveness Analysis- -This study is designed t( meastire the

costs,of restitution projects, compare the costs and effectiveness of different

approaches to restitution and d.fferent,components.of restitution projects,

and assess the cost-effectiveness of restitution as compared wi.th other,

more traditional, dispositions for juvenile offenders.

Measurement of the costs of restitution projects is conceptually straight-

forward; drawing upon data contained in the projects' budgets, the expendi-

tures allocated for each of the major budget categories can be broken out

and reduced to a number of common denominators, such as number of clients,

number of victims served, amount of restitution paid, and so forth. Similarly,

costs may be csd,euldted for added-on components of restitution projects,

such as subsidl* employMeht, mental health counselling, and mediation'

sessions. With the passage of time and the collection of additional data,

the estimated value of the actual resources expended on restitution can be

substituted for the budgeted amounts.

Once the costs have been measured, this information can be combined

with'effectiveness data to determine the cost-effectiveness of different

approaches to restitution. For example, comparisons-in terms of effecti.ve.,

ness can be made among projects with different organizational arrangements,

different means of finding empl nt for yOuth and facilitating the payment

of restitution, different pros ures for involving victims in the restitution

process, and so forth. Additionally, the cost - effectiveness of, the extra

components can be examined:

a

It
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The most problematical portion of this particular study will be to assess

te cost-effectiveness of restitution'as compared with other dispositIons

espousing the same goals and ob)ectives. Although research designs have been

established in some sites which permit the comparison of the effectiveness

of restitution with the effectiveness of probation and incarceration, it

frequently is difficult to measure the costs of these other dispositions.

Moreover, differehces in accounting procedures and in the way juvenile )ustice

systems are organized limit the extent to which the results may be generalized

across pro)ects.

Progress and Preliminary
fax.

Findings

At this.writing, the national evaluation is receiving data through the

Management Information System from 55 of the 85 pro)ects funded by the ini-

tiative, including 38 of the 41 grantees. Ten of these sites have been in

operation for ten months, 36 for seven months, and 53 for five months. Of

the 30 sites still to be heard from, 28 are involved in statewide pro)ects

(including 19 in one project) and two are, directly-funded projects. Some of

these sites are accepting clkelts but have not yet begun to transmit.data

to the evaluators, others--delayed for various,reasons--are not yet underway1.

Consequently, only a small proportion of the data has been collected so far,

and any findings must be regarded as tentative.

o
Because the three parts of the impact assessment rely largely upon data

collected through interviews with offenders and victims after the completion

of the offenders' dispositions, there is relatively little to report about

this component of the evaluation. Although experimental designs are in place

within all six of the impact assessment sites,, and five of the sites are in

full operation (Seattle, a local site within the Washington statewide pro-
....

Sect, was one of those which experienced delays), no site has generated

1
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enough data on recidivism and victim- offender attitudes to warrant analysis.

However, interviews are being conducted by on-site data coordinators, random

assignment procedures are operating smoothly In all functioning sites, and

no major problems have developed.

Considerable progress, on the other hand, has been made wit*the process

evaluation. In a report on the first six months of the initiatile, prelimi-

nary findings were reported on the progresss.of the initiative, the character-

istics of the projects, and, the characteristics of the juveMile offenders

'referred to the projects. 5
Furthermore, the community and professional

o ,
surveys--the, fourth portion of the process evaluation--have been completed,

but the data have not yet been analyzed.

Preliminary findings from the process evaluation indicate that the ini-

tiative is somewhat behind schedule in two respects: tie projects took

longer than expected in getting started, and are receiving about three-

quarters of the number of referrals they anticipated. On the brighter side,

that a federal Initiative of this magnitude can even approach its scheduling

goali during the first year May be considered an accomplishment.'

While the projects display considerable diversity 1,4 terms of organiza-

tion, they tend to agree on most programmatic issues: typically, a youth

is required to make monetary restitution and is played in a project-subsidized

job in which 75 percent of his earnings are paid t¢ nhe victim. The youth

is most likely to be on probation while in the re ieution project, and can

expect tefreceive some kind of counselling and tr nsportation to and from

his work site. Usually, completion of the restitution order does not auto-

matically terminate his probation.

Based on an analysis of more than 3,000 referrals, the typical juvenile

offender in a restitution project is white, male, between 15 and 16 years of

age, and Comes from a family with an income og $10,000 fabott $6,000 less

5S

0,
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than the national average). The offense which resulted in his referral to

the project was most likely the burglary of a private home, ani he would

have had at least one prior brush with the police. He -has a greater than 80

percent chance of completing all the requirements of the restitution order,

and the chances are less than one in ten that he will commit another offense

While in the project,

The three policy studies comprisvg the third major component of the

evaluation have all been set into motion, but significant progress has been

made on only two of them. The third study--the analysis of adjudication and

incarceration rates--is predicated on the avai.Mbility of data collected by

juvenile courts, and these data have only begun to be collected. Early

efforts to retrieve these data have not been encouraging, and plans for the

adjudication/incarceration Study may have to be scaled downi to fit existing

conditions.

' Reports og'the initial, stages of the other two sfLdies were included

in the six-month report. The first phase of the state vs. local funding

study dealt mainly with implementation issues, and disclosed that all six

statewide projects encountered substantial problems in scissoring red tape.

TWo major obstacles for the statewideprojeCts were the procurement of docu-

mentation thAt the state was in compliance with certain federal regulations

(such as Equal Emproyment Opportunity) and time-consliming bureaucratic pro-
s

44,cedures involved in subcontracting with local sites. These problems proride

at least a partial explanation for the fact that the statewide'projects lagged

`,..behind. the local projects in getting underway.

The first phase of the cost-effectiveness analysis consisted of breaking

-.tat

out the budgeted costs of the restitution projects in way that permitted

these costs to be compared across projects. The comparison of these budgets

a
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revealed, once again, great variation amc'ng projects within the initiative.

e

Two -year budgets, for example, ranged from $120,391 to$1,124,841, and even

the cost per case ranged from $228 to $3,818. Personnel costs constituted '

4

the largest single budget item, averaging about 55 percent across the pro-

jects, while the next largest item was the subsidy for employment slots,

which avdraged about 21 percent of the budgets.

Problems

The National Evaluation of the Juvenile Restitution initiative has been

free sofar of many of the problems which typically plague field research

projects. Because the evaluation was funded in advance of the restitution

projects, the evaluators had ample opportunity to contact each of the pro-

jects, explain the purposes and requirements of the national evaluation, and

install the data collection procedures. This is especially true for the six

intensive evaluation sites which, because of the need for experimental research

designs involving the random assignment of offenders, have even greater obli-

gations to the ationaI evaluation. Each of these sites was visited at least

twice prior to startup, and many hours were,invested in discussing with them

all apects of the research designs and obtaining their input. Furthermore,

all of the restitution projects are kept informed about the national evalua-

tion through the Monthly Evaluation Reports. Asa result of these efforts,

relations between the evaluation and the projects have been excellent and

the data collection procedures are operating smoothly.

of the problems which have appeared, most have been minor and, fo tu-

nately, subject to quick resolution. For example, a few projects under-

estimated the amount of time needed to complete the MIS forms, fell behind,

and were late in reporting data until they caught up. In a couple of the

intensive sites,, the random assignment machinery required fincAuning.
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While these problems cleared up rapidly, others remain beyond the control

of the evaluation and therefore more immutable: '

First, some propositions will remain untested simply because there were

no protects in which an appropriate experimental design could be established.

For example, one might speculate that different.levels of victim Involvement

in the development of restitution plans would be associated with different

levels of victim satisfaction with the outcome of the case. However,, no
0

protect was organized in a way that permitted this hypothesis to be tested.

A second problem faced by the evaluation is related to the delays in

funding and implementation of the protects. Because the initiative is some-

what. behind schedule, the evaluation ii not as far along at this point as

was originally planned. On the other hand, the evaluation also benefitted

from the delays in that it lad more time to develop procedures which ensure

the quality of the data.

The quality.of data maintained by )uvenile courts and other public

agencies, however, constitutes a third problem for the evaluation. As meg-

tioned previOisly, monthly time-series data on the rate of ad)udications and

incarcerations is needed to assess the impact of the initiative in these

areas. Unfortunately, these data vary greatly in both quality and avail-

ability. Plans for a comprehensive analysis of the effect of the restitution

initiative on the rate of incarcerations, therefore, may have to be altered.

a-

19-489 0-81--11 -61
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FOOTNOTES

I. The six states with omnibt2s grants, and the number of local pro3ects

implemented in each, are Delaware (31; New Jersey (19);'New York (3); Nevada

(9); Washington (6); and Wisconsin (10). A complete list of all grantees,

including comprehensive data on their funding, anticipated caseloads,

characteristicS, and so forth,, is contained in Peter R. Schneider and Anne
a .

L. Schneider, "Implementation and Policy Issues in the Natiorftl Juvenile

Restitution Initiative. A Six-Month Evaluation Report," Institute of Policy

:.,Analysis, August, 1979.

2. These figures assume that the pro3ects willoMeet their own goals in

terms of anticipated caseloads. IncludeA among those to be interviewed are

885 offenders and their victims assigned to non-pro3et control groups:,

3. See the program announcement entitled "Restitution by Juvenile.

Offenders. An Alternative to Incarceration," Office of Juvenile justice,

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, February, 1978, pp. 101-.102.

$

.41/4

4. See Peter R. Schneider and Anne L. Schneider, "Continuation Proposal

for therNational Evaluation of Juvenile Restitution Programs,", Institute of

Policy Analysis, September, 1978. Additionally, theories derived,in variods

disciplinessuch as psychology, sociology, and economics--can be used to

link iestitaibn with rehabilitation, deterrence, and victim satisfaction.

For a review of these theories, see Peter R. Schneider, "Exemplary Restitution

Programs," presented at the Sixth National Conference on Juvenile Justice,,

("San Diego, California, February 4-8, 1979.

5. See Schneider and Schneider, "Implementatioxyl Policy Issues..."

\\\,.
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AN OVERVIEW OF RESTITUTION PROGRAM MODELS

IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

A recent survey of 133 randorily selected pivenileCourts indicates

that many.of them occasionally or even'Irequently require offenders to make

monetary restitution to the victims of their offenses.
1

Only a few juris-

dictions, however, have developed the proceltraeresources, and capacity

that would permit restitution to become major alternative to the tradi-

tional dispositions of probation or incarceration. In jurisdictions that
A

have institutioltlized the use of restitution by uvenile offenders, the

process goes far beyond ;',44.i4le requirement that offenders return stolen

property to the victim or, if they are financially able to do so, pay for

damagebeor loss of property that could not be recovered. The purpose of

this paper.is to describe in some detail the altetnative approaches to

restitution developed by a selected group of juvenile courts. The finding,

in many of these courts, is that restitution by the offender to the victim

has become an.integral part of the administration of justice and the reha-

bilitation of juvenile offenders.
a

The study was undertaken by theIn4Iitute of Policy Analysis atthe

request of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in

preparation for a major initiative by OJJDP to implement and expand the

use of restitution in 3uvenile courts.

From the original group of 133 courts included in the IPA survey, and

-This survey was conducted by the Institute of Policy Analysis as part of
the restitution evaluation. The results are reported in "Restitution Re-
quirements for Juvenile Offenders. A Survey of the Practices in American
Juvenile Courts," in Juvenile Justice.

4
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prom other information concerning locations that have developed restitu-

tion programs, 15 jurisdictions located in 12 states were selected for

site visits, observation, and in-depth interviews. These Jurisdictions

are not-a random sample, but were carefully selected in orde to gather

information from persons who have had considerable experience with re-

quint:so juveniles to make restitution to victims.

ORGANIZATIONAL D1MEhSIONS OF RESTITUTION PROGRAMS

In formation from the IPA survey and the visits to 15 juvenile courts

has been use0 to identify seven major organizational dimensions of resti-

tution programs. These dimensions are:

the goals and purposes ot the program;

the types of restitution that are available;

the scope of eligibility for the restitution program..
.

the procedures for developing the detailed restitution plan;

the nuir er of services available to offenders from the prop

the n r of services availabl4 to their victims (other th
restitution itself); and

the source of control over the restitution process.

G 1.

As shown in Table 1, each dioiension is a continuum, representing the

fact that a restitution program could be located at amy point ah the con-.

tine= from one extreme to the other. The dimensions have been selected

not only because, programs differ on these, but also because they repre-

sent the types of decisions that a Jurisdiction would have to make if it

were intending to ist.'plement a restitution progiam.

o

t.

f, 1 6 5
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TABLE 1; ORGANIZATIONAL DIMENSIONS OF RESTITUTION PROGRAMS

GOALS, PURPOSES

Ia. Offender Treat=

ictim- both
oriented

3

offender-
accountability

social services deterrend

2. TYPES OF RESTITUTION/ t ,

EMPLOYMENT 'financial - 2 3 4

types types ;types , types

3. SCOPE (ELIGIBILITY)

4. DEVELOPMENT OF THE
RESTITUTION PLAN.

4a. Victim Role

limited broa

igh lo

4b. ..Community Role
igh

4c. Victim/Offender
Interaction 411%10

a
4d. Amount of

Negotiation 'high non

o

lo

none/

5. OFFENDER SERVICES

6. VICTIM SERVICES

447. SOURCE OF C ROL

equired available/ . non ,

voluntary

ny

7a. Case /Management 1

Coordini.tion 'by restitution ddal

gnlj
restitution

ealmoo' program control

7b. Court Control

7c. Administrative
Autonomy _

in the court

)high

166.

".. '

by othe

independent'

of 1.pe court

.37

to
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Goals and Purposes

Selection of the major goals and purposes of a restitution program

is perhaps the most decision the jurisdiction will make.4*This

choice provides guidance for the program components and the methods of

implementing various parts of the restitution process. As shown in

Table 1, the goals can range from a victim-oriented program to one that

is more heavily offender-oriented: It is generally the case, however,

that no restitution program can be exclusively offender-oriented because

the payment of restitution or even unpaid community service work has some

benefits for the victim and/or the community.

Programs that have an,offender orientation could lean either poward

the "social services" side of the second continuum or oward the "deterrence"

side. A program that provides a-wide range of social or psychological ser-

vices to offenders and does not focus as much on repaying the loss to

the victim would be considered near the "social service" side. A deter-

rence program would avoid the appearance that offenders receive positive

'rewards from the justice system and, therefore, would avoid providing

services that are unavailable to youths who did not break the law.

Types of Restitution/Employment

Restitution programs will have to establish a procedure to facilitatefi-.

nancial transactions from.pffenders to victims and also will have to decade

what other types of restitution or employment (if any) will be arranged for

offenders. The types of assistance that might be provided include:

Community Service Community service refers to unpaid work for a non-

profit or government agency. Programs that use community service shoula ar-

range forplacements of offenders in the-agencies and work out a procedure

for supervising and nd monitoring the youths while they work there. The "amount"

of community service restitution is measured in hour'

167
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Job Assistance; A program has a job assistance capacity if there are one

or more persons on the staff whose primary responsibilities are to locate job

openings, usually in the private sector, and notify restitutiod4iirogram clients

of these openings. The youths are not "placed" in these jobs and, in fact,

must compete with other persons who might apply for the same openings.

Job Development, Job development differs from job assistance in that

jobs are "reserved" for the restitution program youths and they do not have

to compete with other persons for the openings.

Subsidized Employment. The program could arrange placements in the

community service agencids and pay the youth the minimum wage for working

there. The yOuth repays the victim prom the Se funds. A program could or-

ganize its own community service work detail and pay youths for each houi

spent in the wk detail.

Victim Service: When the victim is a public or non-profit age y (such

as a school, church, and so on) the youth could be assigned to wo

them in much the same way_as a community service placement would t handled.

But programs also could attempt to place youths with persona victims.

Only a few of the programs included in this study had much success with

this effort. Cincinnati prohibited it after initially making it a part

of the program.)

for

Scope of Eligibility

Determining which juveniles should be.included in the restitution pro-
,

gram is another major decision that must be made by the project. Some pro-

grams have eligibility requirements that greatly limit the number ana type

of offenders who can be included (such as requirements that the youths be

4itht offenders, below a minimum family income level, have committed minor

offenses, etc.). Other projects are willing accept a wider range'of

1.68
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clients and have the capacity to handle both pie and post adjudicated youths,

serious and minor offenders, and so on. .

Development of the Restitution Plan

The activities Involved in developing the restitution plan provide a

major basis for distinguishing among restitution programs. The victim's

role can range from none at all (other than a letter asking for documenta-

tion of the loss) to a series of involvements in developing the plan. Pro-

grams could conduc aisonal interviews with victims during the tame when

the details of the restitution plan are being developed, could encourage

victim pa;picipation in face-to-face meetings with the offender to nego-

tiate the amount, and could hold a special accountability hearing attended

by the victim.

Although most programs have no ctivities that permit community in-

volvement in 'the restitutive process, a few have developed mechani4gLs.to,*

accomplish this. One procedure is to identify and train a group of com-

munit`y volunteers who attend a special accountability hearing with the

offender and persons from the restitution program (and sometimes the vic-

time) to establish the amount, type, and schedule of restitution.

Victim-offender interaction can vary from none at all to face-td-face

meetings, joint negotiation of a "fair" restitution agreement, working for

the victim, and so on.

PrograMs that have the dual goals of victim assistance and offender

rehabilitation tend to engage in more arbitration and negotiation than

do program; which are exclusively offender- oriented or exglusively victim-

oriented. In the latter, the amount of restitutiongenerally is'egual to

the loss. In the former, the amount is constrained by the youth's ability

169
a
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to pay. Programs which have a dual objective of serving victims and

have to negotiate and arbitrate the amount of restitution.

Offender Services

The diagram in Table 1,shows how offender services can vary. They

may be required, available but voluntiry, or altogether absent from the

restitution program. InCluded are services such as counselling,, special

education, job training, and family therapy.

Victim Services

victim services that could h'e provided as a'part of the victcm's

role in developing the restitution plan include assistance in documenting

the loss, property return, adyocacy, and so on. In addition, a program

conceivably could provide social services ir referrals for victims.

Case Management Coordination 4

The case management dimension varies in relation to whether persons

responsible for developing the .restitution plan arc able to monitot,Itit0.

and close the restitution part of the case. A highly coordinated prograMY

would be one in which persons who develop the restitution plan have the

sole re'speadibility for monitoring this part of the youth's disposition

and have the ability to -Flake 'their recommendation concerning compliance

(or lack thereof) directly to the juvenile court Judge or referee. The

other end of the aintinuum is represented by programs iSwhich persons who

develop and implement the restitution plan are not responsible for monitor-

ing it. Instead, other persons in the system have the ability to vacate

the restitution requirements (or to reptmend to the judge that the require-

ments,be vacated). -

I
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Court" Control

This is alb organizational dimension referring to the physical location

of the program and to its administrative and financial independence of the

,

juvenile court. A restitution program could.be entirely within the juvenile

court system (physically located 'there, financially dependent on the court,

adianistratively dependent on the cotrt) or it could be entirely independent

(located elsewhere, financially independent, administratively independent).

Programs, of course, could be quasi-independent as well.

The degree of autonomy for a restitution program refers to whether it

is part of a traditional court department (intate or probation) or whether

it is a separate unit. For programs that are not a part of the juvenile

justice system, autonomy refers to the administrative independence within

the parent agency.



168

MODELS OF RESTITUTION

Using the dimensionS presented above, it is possible to construct

dozens (even hundreds) of different restitution program models. Nypothe-

tkally, one could combine every point on each of the dimensions until all

possible combinations have been exhausted. By changing the program's

position on 3ust one dimension, a slightly different model would be created.

c34) though it is somewhat arbitrary to select any particular seb of

characteristics and describe these as "models" of restitution, we have

chosen to discuss seven general models of restitution programs. These

particular ones illustrate the range of models that might be used and

illustrate the models which have the closest fit to the 15 sites that

were included in this study. It should be emphasized that these seven

de, rot exhaust the models that could be developed and Jurisdictions inten-

ding to implement restitution programs could mix and combine these in a

variety of ways. (Additional combinations are presented in Appendix A.)

Basic Restitution Models

In the most basic model, the restitution program consists entirely

of a procedure for handling financial transactions from offender to vie-
.

ticsoThe victim is notified Casually by letter or by the police officer)

that he or she may be able to cbtain restitution by sending a statement

to the court documenting the losses from the offense Prosecuting attor-

neys (and/or the Judge) ask for restitution in cases where the loss was

documented by the victim. The offender makes payments to the court, which,

72
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in turn, reimburses the victim. In one variant of this type, the financial

office of the court is responsible for notifying the probation officer or

the judge when the full amount has been paid. Ih another version, proba-

tion officers act as the Intermediaries, monitor the payments, and notify'

the court of the youth's progress in complying. In either type,, the pri-

mary characteri.tics of the program are the absence of activities which

provide assistance to victims (other thanrestitution),the absence of

activities that would accentuate the therapeutic value of restitution to

the youths, and the absence of activities that would permit a greater num-

ber of youths to participate. These models normally would be expecte'dsto

have goals which place about equal emphasis on offender rehabilitation and

victim assistance.

Expanded Basic Restitution Models

This model is-identical to the previous one except that the program

develops the capecitY to- assist youths from low-income families in finding

employment and/or AVides subsidized employment for thibp The basic goal

of the program is to provide as much compensation as possible (but not to
1 .

exceed the documented loss) for as many victims as possible through the

juvenile court. The employment capacity is viewed1Primarily from this

perspective, although the therapeutic value Of vestitution to the offender

is not overlooked.

Victim Assistance Models

A victim assistancedel provides for a means of making financial

transactions, has subsidized employment or job assistance for youths from

low-income families, and greatly Increases the court's capacity to assist

victims in obtaining full restitution. The additional activities could

include victim assistance in documenting losses, assistance in property
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recovery; victim advocacy during\the court proceedings when the amount of

restitution is being established; and information to the victim about the

availlbility of civil court remedies. Other services might also be pro-

vided to victims, such as*transpOrtation
from the scene of the crime,

transportation to court to'appear as a witness, and so on.

Victim Assistance/Offender Accountability Model's (Arbitration Models)

This model (VA/0A) differs from the victim assistance model by a
AP

parked incibase,in the types of activities that could maximize the thera-

peutic value bf restitution. The VA/OA model differs from the basic resti-

tution model in that the former has more activities intended to help both

the victim and the offender. In order to maximize the potential impact on

Youths, Jurisdictions using this model would focus considerable attention -

and resources on victim-offender interaction:
face-to-face meetings;

reaching an agreement with both concerning what is a "fair" and "equitable"

,am unt of restitution; encouraging the victim to permit the offender to

work off the restitution for the victim; encouraging the offender to apolo-

gize to the victim, and so on. Because of the dual goals (victim restitu-
.

tion and offender accountability) these programs often must negotiate and

arbgtrate the amount of restitution. If it is too high, then the youth

will not be able to make restitution to thd victim and much (perhaps all)

of the therapeutic value would be lost. Assistance.to youths in firing

Agemployment,would extend to all offenders, not )ust thobe from low-income

families. tsn'addition,'the program normally would arrange for community

service placements so that offenders who cannot make financial restitu-

tion (because they are unable to find a Job or are too young to work) can

participate in an indirect restitutive process. When the property is re-

covered immediately and returned to the viCtim$ the offender can be

s't

174
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assigned community service hours to "make restitution" (indirectly) for the

offense itsel4 not just for the monetary Loss. In relation to the social

seryfces versus deterrence dimensions, programs could lean e.Lher way. A

variant of this model could be called offender accountability/victim

assistance model. It would differ from the VA/OA-Only intthat offender

accountability is slightly more important.

Employment/Restitution Models
IF*

The employment/restitution model differs from previous ones in that its

primary focus is on finding employment for offenders with the dual purpose

ting the offender to make restitution to the victim and (b) re-

ducing the
4

employment among youths and thereby (theoretically) reducing the

likelihood oirecidivism. rationale for this approach is that unemployment

is a major cause of juvenile crime. Programs fitting this model would be ex-

.

?acted to expend, considerable resources in job assistance and job development.

Job placements would have the potential for long-term
t.

employment or the

development of job skills which Gould result in permanent, employment.

Social Services/Restitution:Models

A social services/restitution model is defined as one in whi restitu-

Lion is viewed as therapeutic for the offender but, in addition, e youths

would be required to participate in other social services, such as counsel-

.* ling, special education, or job training. The focus in jursidctions using

this model has shifted substantially from the victim toward the offender

and much less emphasis is placed on obtaining restitution or' providing

victim assistance even during the restitution process.

Community Accountability/Deterrence Models

AcoMmunity accountability/deterrence program is similar to some of

175
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the others in that one of the primary objectives is to hold juvenile

offenders accountable and responsible for their actions through proce-

dures in which the offender is made aware of the personal consequences

of the crime for the victim The model differs from others in the follow-

ing ways:

1. ,The,program Is physically located within the neighborhood or

small community In which the juvenile lives;

2. The procedure for establishing the amount, 'type, and schedule

13

_Aof restitution
involves participation by a panel of community volunteers :-

who are trained and coordinated by a restitution counsellor;

3., Offenders are made aware of the consequences of their acts for

the victim (who, therefore,
must be repaid) and are made aware of the

ftct that persons within the neighborhood believe that crime detracts

from the quality of life in that area of the city. Thus, the community

also must be repaid for the offense
through community service work :\

4. The program objectives are more toward the offender than the

_ victim and are oriented primarily toward deterrence
rather than soc41

service approaches. Specific deterrence is to be achieved by the resti-
'-

tu ion process combined with community services. General deterrence is

to be achieve rough the use of a highly visible,, community-priented

response to juvenile crime that does not permit participation in social

services or psychological counselling tO be a substitute for offender

accountability,and responsibility for the crime itself.

Source-of Control

The, seven models were described/in relation to their goals dnd acti-

vities without consideration of whether they are within the juvenile jus-d

tice system or Independent of it; without consideration of the amount of

1 76
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control the program has over the restitution process from beginning to

closure, and without consideration of whether the program is relatively

autonomous or entirely incorporated within a traditional court department

such as probation or intake. By adding these Vi,ee additional dimensions,

one produces even more models of restitution. These dimensions are ex-

tremely important but were omitted from the general descriptions for the
.0144

sake of brevity.

OVERVIEW OS THE 15 PROGRAMS

Table 2 shows each of the seven general modps and the programs that

have at least &fair degree of similarity to the model.

Three programs that are similar to the basic model (Alameda County,

Santa Fe, and Topeka) are all much older than the more elaborate programs

described in the lower section of the table. In Alameda County and Santa Fe,

the probation officers handle the restitution process. Judge William Honey-

man and his secretary handle the program in Topeka,cKansas (with assistance

from the prosecuting attorney and the guardian ad litum who know they will

be asked to document the victim's loss and assess the offender's ability

to pay). Denver has two restitution programs: One is located in the court

and is managed by the probation officers, the other is administered as a

part of the district attorney's diversion program for Juveniles.

Cincinnati, one of the oldest programs 4p the nation, is a gdod example

of an expanded basic model. The restitution depqrtment is located within

the financial office of the Juvenile court in Cincinnati and they handle

the financial aspects of restitution. In addition, the court has a paid

and an unpaid work detail primarily for youths who are from low-income fami-

lies and/or who have been required to:dO community service work. These are

79-489 0-81--I2 177
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TABLE 7: OVERVIEW OF THE 15 PROGRAMS

If . LOCATION NAME
BEGAN

. IN

1. Basic Restitution Models

.4i

Alameda County, CA

Santa Fe, NM

none

none '

1963

1953

Topla,KN - nonei ----

Denver, Co none ----

2. Expanded Basic Cincinnati, OH none
. 1959

Restitution Models,
Salt Lake City, UTif none 1977.

c
3. Victim Assistance Models Las Vegas

,

. Victim Assistance ----
-

Dorchester, MA1 _ Urban Court,

Victim Assistance
1975

4a. Victim Assistance/ Oklahoma County, OK Victim Assistance/Restitution 1975
Offender Accountability Models

Tulsa County, OK Victim Assistance 1975

. . Rapid City, SD Victim Assistance 1973

4b. Offender Actountability/ Anne Arundel County, MD. - Community Arbitration 0 1973
Victim Assistance

v ' Quincy, MA Earn-It 1976

5. Employment/Restitution Model. Lowell, MAI Juvenile Restitution Program 1977

6. Social Services/ . Dorchester, MA
1

'Urban Court, D 1976
Restitution Model 1

Lowell, MA Juvenile Re'stitupion Program 1971

7. Community Accountability model Seattle, WA Community Accountability Program 1974.

Dorchester, MA
1

Urban Court,
Community DispositionPanel

1975

Lowell, MA1 Juvenile Restitution Program 1977
. ,

1
These programs jire listed more than onc# because they are mixed models.

178 A
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administered sepal/Orly from the financial aspects of restitution.

Salt Lake City's restituvon program is located with the probation

department and is supplemented by subsidized work for indigent youths ad-

mtor.:ttered through a non-profit community agency.

The best example of a victim assistance model probably is the program

In as Vegas. A...sough the victim assistance coordinator is, technically,

a probation officer, her primary foie is to act as a victim advocate and to

provide victim assistance. Probation officers ha'ndle the case management'

and act as advocates for the youth's interests.

Dorchester, Massectiusetts,,has a highly.developed program, called the

.yrbanCourt, which has a iva!,daoindependent relationship with the District

Court from which its referrals come. This program is primarily for adults

but they have had about 30 Juvenile case; since 4Wanding the program to

include Juveniles. The Urban Court has several components and, for that

reason, is listed next to several of the restitution models shown in.Table 2.

The victim assistance component provides victim services, including vrotim

.advocacy and representation during the time when the details of the restitu-

tion plan are being 8eveloPed. The disposition panel consists of a group

of highly trained community volunteers whoraccept cases from the court, con-:
.

duct a non,-Judicial hearing that is attended by the victim'or victim advo-

`

rate, j,he offan4r, the restitution coordOator, and a person who is the
. -

social services counsellor or4",associate probation officer" for the youth.

The amount, type. and schedAe art negotiated at this panel hearing. Thus,

Dorchester has one unit that fits the victim assistance model and another

rthe dispositiA panel) that fits the ,community accountability.mo41. In

additlo'rc, however:the Dorchester progran Involves the development of a

social service plan-for every offender that, at a minimum, requires one

4

J.
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hour of counselling each week. Thus, the Dorchester program also has

characteristics similar to the sociaL,serytces/restitutioh model.

go program has a particularly good fit with the employment/rest,itu-

tiDh model although It is possible that the Lowell, Massachusetts, juve-
t

ncle restitution program ,ill jevelop irto th:v type This program was

s

funded late it 19'7 and had rece.vedr-only seven cases at the time of the

site visit ,as modelled after the dIsposit)on nomponent of the Urban

Court in Dorchester, but a preliminary assessment of.its oitqrations Ind:-

rates that it may place more emphasis on long-term employment than the

other progiams. Because the Lowell program intends to require counselling

and other services for every offender, it alsO'has been listed naitt.4 the

social services/restitution model.

The victim assistance. offender accountability programs have been

divided into two groups. In the first group, the emphasis probably is more

toward offenders than victims and, therefore, the double-name of this

model has been reversed. The AnneArundel County, Maryland, program serves

As an alternative to court intake. A lawyer/arbitrator meets with the

offender and the victim to screen the case and, if the evidence warrants,

to establish the amount, type, and schedule of restitution. There are no

other services foriActims, but the field coordinators who monitor the

17

case cam, provide other services to the-yOuths:

The "Earn-It" program in Quincy, Aassachwtts, has a better - developed,

program for finding jobs than any of the others. Businesses are asked to

"donate" 100 hours of work for the program clients. It might be 'argued

that the Quincy program should be considered an employment/restitution

model, but because most of the jobs are providedn a temporary basis for

the purpose of enabling the offender to earn enough money to payrestitu-

tion and because ci:f' the emphasis or, victim-offender interaction, it seems

1.80
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more reasonable to classify the.cuincyIrogram as an offender accountability/

victim assistance approach.

The second group of victim assistance/offender accountability programs

all started as victim assistance models but evolved Into programs with a (:

balanced approach toward offenders and victims. All three programs (Okla-

homa County, Tul.'a County. and Rapid City, South Dakota) emphasize victim-

v;fender interacilon and the provision of sufficient Job assistance or

community service work so that no youths are exclgded fro - program due

to an inability to pay restitution.

The Seattle. Community Accountability Program is virtually identical

to the accountability model described previously because that model was

de raved f4romAhe approach taken in Seattle.

;

DISCDSSION OF PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

The characteristizs,of each program are shown in Table 3 and are

discussed below.

Organization and Administration

Three programs are completely independent df the juvenile justice sys-

tem(Seattle,Anne Arundel, and Lowell).. Massachusetts,,and Quincy, Massachusetts

are administratively independent of the court, physically Separate, but

their funding is channeled through the court.

The rationale for est hang restitution programs independent of

th juvenile*sti; system differs to some-extent amongthe'se sites. In

Seattle. one of thJ major assumptions upon whicll the Community Accountability

.grogram (CA?) ihs established is that a high percentage of juvenile crime

i8 "attributable to the failure of the existing system to hold idUths

11
, 0
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TABLE 3:' CHARACTERISTICS OF PROGRAMS
1

PROGRAMS'
Court Control

AutonociT

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PLAN

Encourage
Special Face-to Community
Victim Negotiation -Face AcCount.

Interview of Plan Meetin 9 Panel

Case
Management

by

- ..-

.

: *4)

li a

I. BASIC MODELS

'Probation

Probation

judge & intake

DA & probation

Several

court units

probation/

non-profit

Court admin. unit

Court admin. unit

Court admin. unit

Court admin. unit

Independent

Quasi-independent

Independent

Quasi - independent

Independent

letter no no no

usually usually no no ,

no no no no

no no no no

letter no no no

no no no

yes yes yes no
w

yes yes yes no'
yes yes yes no

yes yes no no .kZeit

yes yes yes

usually not yes
usually r-

yes yes yes .

byes yes yes. was

yes ryes yes yes. g

v/
probation.

probation

judge /secretary

DA staff/probatiod

0
RC / probation

probation
.

le.:;..

,' . 4

prayig41,.

- .0"
VC

"

RC . -
.

-RC.,

ifs & phnel, i;;

Ile -

Ye ,. I

4

1. Alameda County

2. Santa Fe

3. Topeka

4. Denver

11. EXPANDED BASIC MODELS

1. Cincinnati

2. Salt Lake City

III.VICTIM ASSISTANCE MODELS

1. Las Vegas

IV. VA/OA MODELS

1. Oklahoma County

2. Tulsa County

3 Rapid City

V. OA/VA MODELS

1. Anne Arundel County

2. Quincy

VI. 'COMMUNITY ACCOUNT. MODELS

1. Seattle

2. Dorchester . o

3. Lowell

.3.
IRC refers to a restitution coordinator or person with similar title whose Mijoi.responsibility is restitution.
YC refers to 0 youth counsellor other than probation offidpr or the restit tids coordinator. ',44iii

.-
'. -' 4--

. . -- s - ..3,r .4 ,

'rqL,
.1

ti

V 4



TABLE 3 (cbntinued)

PROGRAM

I. BASIC MODELS

1. Alameda County

2. Santa Fe

/3. Topeka

4. Denver

II. EXPANDED BASIC MODELS

1. Cincinnati

2. Salt. Lake City

III. VICTIM ASSISTANCE MODELS

1. Las Vegas
A

IV. VA /OA MODELS

.: Oklahoma County

2- fulsa County

3. Rapid City

V. oA/veRmiS

-1. Anne Arundel COunty

2. Quincy

VI. COMMUNITY ACCOUNT. MODELS

1. Seattle

2. Dorchester

3. Lowell t

TYPES OF RESTITUTION

court no yes

court yes yes'

court -yes yes

court .? yes

court no yes

court ? yes

10

yes yes yes

yes yes :yes

yes yes yes

yes ,R yes '

C

no yes yes

no yes Ye;

ho yes yes

yes yea yes

ono yea yes'

Encourage
Property Work for
Return Victim Financial.

no

some

no

yes

no

I

EMPLOYMENT cAPACITY

Community Subsidized
Service'- Employment

no

no

no no

no

no yes

1
yes

_ 1
yes no no

yes no

yes no

yes nom

yes no

. yes ii... no

'0.

yes 'yes

yes no

yea yes no yes

1Jobs limited by parental income
ditedemployment have no parental

-

OF PROGRAM

Job Job
Assistance Development

no no

no no

no no

no

yes. no

yes

4.
yes

no no

no

no no

no no

yes yes

..." .-

no ho

yes no
1 .

requirements. InIthcinnati approximately 25 percent of't funds for.Sdit-J

lneome limitations:
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I. BASIC MODELS

TABLE 3 (continued) -----
-

4
OTHER SERVICES FOR CYMER SERVICES'FOR VICTIM FROM PROGRAM
OFFENDER FROM PROGRAM'

Assistance . Ass4.inDevlp.

4\
Progr Social Services: with Prop. Victim Documentation
Require Available Return Advocacy of Loss Others

,

1. Alameda County none, none no no no no

2. Santa Fe none none no no no no

4n4none none3. Topeka no no no no

4. tenver none yes (diver- no ho no no

L. EXPANDED BASIC MODELS sion only)
.1,.

1. Cincinnati none, none no no no no

2. Salt lake City none none no no no no .

Iii. VICTIM ASSISTANCE MODELS /

1. Las Vegas none none yes yes , yes yes

VA/OA MODELS . 1'
1.Oklahoma County none none yes yes yes yes

2. Tulsa County none none yes yes yes yes '

. Rapid City nOne none yes yes yes, few

0A/VA MODELS
.

1. Annp.Arundelfe nonehunty yes no yes no no

2. Quincy . % none none no no mo no '

V1,4 COMMUNITY ACCOUNT. MODELS
e. 1::teettle none yes nO no no no

.Dorchester AlTB yes , Yes _yes yes yeb

yes yes no /yes yes' yes

I
This is defined narrowly And means that the restitution program.(as distinct frofl the court) provides or re- .

,-

quires sociarservIces. Many of the courts reclaim or (sake available social services, but the restitution ..
....component does not. In 'Denver, social services are available from the diversion restitution program.

IV.
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accountable for their offenses through the prompt and appropriate applcca-

tion ofsqcia/ sanctions on the local leveli.(City of Seattle.CrimOnal

Justice Plan, 1977, page 25$). Thus, tne city established three CAPs,

each Located within a.geographically confined neighborhood, for the purpose

of returning Juvenile offenders to their own communities for the develop:

kh

ment of.the restitution pl n

li

The community -based program also Is consis-

tent witn'the fact that tattle program seeksnotonly to rehabilitate
. .

offenders, but also to ler Juvenile crime through the swift, certain,

and highly visible application of the restitution sanctliin by an organiza-
,

tion-within the neighborhood itself. .

The Dorchester Urban Court program attempts to maintain a relative
L

degree pf independence in order to increase community participation in the

administration of Justice. Due its independence, the Dorchester pro-

C.,gram is able to handle a number functions that are'not a traditional

part of the justice system, including restitution, victim assistance, and
n.
.Coqppnity mediation.

The three victim assistance /offender aocopritability ,programs (Oklahoma

County, Tulsa County, and Rapid City) are lbcated'within the Juvenile, ourt

but are administratively ind147ndent of intake and probation. The estab-
,

lishment of a.separ#te administrative unit for se programs was intended

to improve the visibility and coordination of their functions and to avoid

the pioblem of victim assistance,restItution being considered of secondary

importance to traditional court activities. In Las Vegas,.the victim assis-

tance coordinator and staff are, technically, probation officers, but do

not have a regular probation caseload and are physically located several

blocks from thejuvenile court.

ot
The six basic restitution programs differ 1; terms-of how the re.r_t-

,.Lion activities are organized. In some, there is.n^

to

I
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1

group of persons who handle all the activities normally associated with

restitution. The restitution "program" is very hard to find when some

activities are handled by intake, some by probation, others by the prose-

cutor and defense attorney, some by the Judge, and some do not exist at all.

/t should be noted that the Independent
and quasi-independent programs

are no more likely to be Juvenile diversion programs than are the court-

administered ones! Dorchester and Lowell (Massachusetts) accept only

adjudicated cases. (The Anne Arundel County program accepts only diverted

cases. All the others have a mixture of diverted and ad)udicatcd

youths.

It should also'be pointed out that,all prOgrams can have problems

in coordinating their activities with other parts of the Juvenile Justice

system. The indepe nt programs require well-developed agreements or

arranse4nts with the cour if they expect to receive any cases. The first

Seattle pzogbam began with considerable Support from the neighborhood'

where it was, located and from the Law and,Justice Planning Office, but due

to alack of coordination Nth the court it received only 17 cases in the

first nine months.' The victim assistance'coordinatOr in Oklahoma.City,

said'that her program could not possibly have worked withouti the full

cooperation of all the court units (intake and probation), the Juvenile

'bureau director, and:the juvenile Judges. Most toFf 'the VA/OkprogramS-.

at one time or another have had'problems in obtaining
notification of

cases"'Aich . should be working on Cases can "fall through the cracks"

if arrangements are-not made with intake, probation, and the judge to

routenize the notification procedure.

'

The basic models risk a different type of coordination pjoblem.

If the various atulvties required in a restitution program are °

O

1=1.11111111.1.1.111IIMI111"111.1111111.11111.4W--
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'divided among many most of whom have major responsibilities for

other court functions,.the e is a danger that .restitdtion will be of seco

-*Cary importance or will be used sporadically rather than as an integral

part of the court's )ustice system.

VA
Development of the Restitution Plan

The restitution plan t cally Includes the amount of restitution,

the type (financial, community service, or both), the payment schedule,

and supplementary information used to justify that the agreement is a

fair and reasonable one. All programs except the basic models use very

stellar procedures in developing the plan. Typically, the victim and

offender are both interviewed by the restitution coordinator. The

purposes of the interview are (1) to establish the amount of loss,

r
(2) to assess the offender's ability to make restitution, (3) to discuss'

with the victim whether the offender can work for him or her to make resti-

tution, (4) to determine whether the victim would be. willing to meet face-

.

to:face with the offender, and (5) to determine whether (or how) theictim

°wishes to be involved in other aspects of developing the restitution plan.

Most of the accotmtability programs invest considerable resources in this

r.

part of the restitution process and, attempt to develop (or negotiate) a

plan'that both the offender and victim accept as fair and equitable. st4In

most of these programs, it ii considered very important that the offender

and victim meet face-to-face, but program personnel acknowledge that this

is diffiCult and that it requires time, discussion, and persuasion to con-

vince victims that some purpose will be served by their future PartACiTatilik
AO

in the restitution process.

The efforts to reach a restitution agreement acceAable to both the

victim and offender Stem from trying to accomplish the dual goals of

187
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offender rehabilitation and victim satisfaction. Since juveniles often

are unable to make f.11
it is important to con-e

vince the victim that tne a;ieer.int represents all that the youth can

reasonably be expe,te; t- a %.11sh. Further) many programs believe it

is quite important ," "t, at' be successful in his or her efforts to

restitute tne victir Ai ,rP r,,t.tution counsellor said, "We must not

just set the yoiith ut ftr a,i,-er failure. it is very important that,

when the restitueion Elan is _amp:01e, the youth will know that tie victim,

the court, and the ! commanie, believe the debt has been pasd."

In'the.vA/OA models he detae4s of the restitution plan are developed

by program personnel, but in the three community programs (Seattle, Lowell,
k

and Dorchegker), a very different approach hat been uSed. In these: a

panel of community volunteers (trained and coordinatgd by the restitution

officer) meet with the offender anal. conduct a nbn-)udi 1.31, "hearing" of

the case to establish tne amount, type. and schedule forkesttution.

"cattle. Dorchester. and Lowell, the community panel and hearings

are the hoareof the .restitution program. The mi)or.purpose bf all three

programs 13 that the-of:ender must accept responsibility for the crir&

and must be held atcountablipor it by the community. The communIty.mem-

hers aha thevictim or victim advocate attempt to ipsure that the juve-

nile recognizes the personal consequences of the crimes for victims and

others in the.communitY. In Arne" Arundel, the arbitration hearing is

the heart of the resCitutior crogram.. Its purposes and procedures are

virtually identical to a commi.r.it; panel hearino except that the hearing

is conducted by a community arbitrator who is a lawyer.

The process in Tulsa, Tklan:4-a .sty, and Rapid City is very similar

to that used4bq the mommur.it; panel and the arbitrator, except that they

relic, upon the experience, skill, and perseasfonof the restitution
N y

25
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,connselldr rather than a community panel or arbitrator. C. program

administrator said that the program works onl, because of the experience

and sk,ili of tne restitution counsellors. "You cannot send inexperienced

people out to do.these )obs," she said.

The basic models differ from the others in that there usually is no

' personal interview with th. victim .(a letter is sent) and there is no per-;

son or group that seeks to negotiate with the victib and offender until a

plan Is agreed to by bdth Instead, the information upon which the plan is
9

based is collected by one or more persons in the Juvenile Justice system

assa part of. their respop,aibility as intake officers, probation officers,

.prOsecuting attorney, and so on.

7.40' Case Man:Igernen".

A. - restitution plan has been developed for a-youtts-and app;oved

in accordance with the laws and pro dures of the court),4 has to be im- se
plemented, monitored, and closed. Ju lotions which-have full-time staff .

for the restitution program; ormally permit the:person or group who devel-

-oped the plan to implement, monitor, and close the restitution require-

ments. In Dorchester, however, three persons from the program are involved
I.

in developing the plan the restitution coordinator, the youth advocate,

.

and a representative iron the victim assistance unit. The panel not only

establishes the amount of restitution, but also is responsible for devel-

oping the entire sentence, including all the conditions of probation apd

a "social service" plan for the, youth. It is,the youth advocate (called

o '

an associate probation officer) who implements and monitors the plan.

In Seattle the restitution coordinator monitors the case and deter-

mines when the youth has complied with the restitution agreement. Anne

Arundel's Commun.yty Arbitration progra/as several field restitution

Pp
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coordinators who implement the resit....n plan (and'any other require-

ments established by the lawyer/arbitrator).

Tne three VA/OA programs have a management plan in which the

restitution/victim assistance coon... r .s responsible for monitoring

the case. 'these cases sometimes are Gaffed both by the restitution

counsellor and probation officer, Is not always true. It appr-
4Z

ently is the practice in Oklahoma : Tk.lsa County, and Rapid City

that when dual staffing exists for a ,,doe, the restitution requirements

are primarily the responsibility of tr.-. restitution program and

not be vacated by the'probatio2 officer In most of the basic models

the restitution iequirement.s are admn..tered as a part of informal or

formal probation.

,How the restitution re,uirement .5 enforced by the jurAUiction

27

varies a great deal among Jhe different ..tes and on a case- cane basis.'

within each site ,liforcement, however, gas not reported as much of a

problem by arty of the programs (with t,e ,o.sIbleexception of Las Vegas

where probation officArs sometimes va,at. the requirements without noti-

fying the victim coordinator).- Only .: two sites is restitution always

a condition of probAtion or a part of the sentences(borchester and Cin-

cinnati). If the youth does not corp1}, the case is returnee to the

judge. in Tulsa'COuniy, restitution 4E, not a conditt6o'of probation,

but is a 'Strong inference" made by tte ).dge at the Bisposition hearing.

One restitution coordinator sAid, "If a ;Jvenile is not making payments,

we meet with,him And the victim and try to figure out what's wrong.

Uaually.we can resolve the problems and get the restitution. The juve:

mile! who are totally unwilling to make restitution usually are messing

up on other things as well And arein violation of probation." 2n Seattle

if the youth does not comply the case is returned to the, source of 4-efeak
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which is either court intake, probation, or the judge.

Types of Restitution/Employment Options

The types of testitation and,or employment alternatives made available

by the programs are shown in Table 3.

The first type of restitution return of stolen property - -is a pro-
,

gram responsibility in Dorchester, the three vA/OA programs, and in Las

vdgas. In the others, the court or police handle pQperty return and this

'is not considered to be an activity of the prop..... All of the programs

except Cincinnati encourage work for the victim, bUt none report any spec-
.

tacular success in achieving this type of restitution:

Cincinnati originally encouraged work for the victim or for other pri-

vate persons, but 'discontinued the practice entirely because of victim

reluctance.- the court's fear that victims might retaliate against the

youxhful offender, and because of the cost of providing on;site supervi-

sionorthe work (the court requires on-site supervision of all court-

ordered work details).

Most programs act as an intermediary for financial restitution, The

Offender pays the program or the court which, in turn,, reimburses the

tim. In Tulsa, however, the offender is supposed to pay the victim 'direct-

ly and obtain a receipt. The,:rulsa program will act-as an intermediary '

when necessary but the.checkor money order has to be made out to the victim.

All of the programs except the basic models arrange for community

service work. Seattle, Lowell, Cincinnati, and Salt Lake City make Subsi-

dized employment available to restitution clients.

A program is considered to have a "job assistance" capacity if there

ar orle or mote.persons on the program staff whose primary responsibility
., .

is to identify job openings and provide information to offenders about

1 91
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potential jobs in the private sector. Job development, As defined here,

refers to the capacity to actually create or arrange for paying jobs that

serve as placements for juvenile offenders in the restatution°program.

The Quincy, Massachusetts, program has arranged for local businesses to

$:
.donate" a certain number. of hours each year as placements for restitu-.

tion clients The business pays the offender for work that is done and

a portion of the earnings ks returned to the victim es restitution. Al-

though the businesses have the right td xefusecases, the program is able

to reserve job placements for the offenders and they do not compete with

other applicants for the positions,

One of the major distinctions between the more fully developed pro-

grams and the'basic models is in the capacity to make it possible for

offenders to make restitution to victims. most of the programs, including

the basic models, re ii some effort by the youth in making restitution

to the victim even when all property is recovered and returned or when

the youth tan pay the amount out of savings.

When all. of the !tolen property is returned immediately, some of the

programs require community service hours. -One.program sometimes deals

e-
with shoplifting cases (in which the property usually is recovered undam-

aged) by having the youth pl e the Items on'lay-away and work until they

have sutfrtient funds to buy the items that.were stolen. Vandalism is

often handled by having the youths repair the damage and, in..addition,

do ether types of cleanup or repair work on Als of the same type that

were damaged.

Virtually all the programs included-in
41.

4,

study are aware of the

problems created by a lack of jobplacement'capacity. When the piogram

does not have community service arrangements, job assistance, job develop-
-

ment, or subsidised employment, the youths who are financiilly unable to

A
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rake restitution cannot be included in the program. It is common procedure
. -

that, if the youth has the funds in savings or has a job, he or ghe is per-
,

mitted to pa} restitution from these funds but will be required to do some

community service work. It also is common procedure in most programs to

AP
discourage parents f pa}..ng the restitution, or, if4parents pay, the

restitution counsellors attempt to have the offender work for the parents

and repay them. They sa}this,ls difficult to do and impossible to en-

*
force. In'Seattle, the community. panel asks the parents to agree not to

pax the restitution and they may refuse to take the case if the parents

will (514 agree to this condition. Some programs, however, are much more

victim-oriented and are more inclined to take payment from whatever source

is most conducive,to immediate victim compensation: One of theAltec-

tives of the Cincinnati program is to shift financial responsibility

from parents to the youth, but the restitution can be paid by parents!

The Seattle Program differs from the others in that they often re-

quire restitution to both the victim and to the community on the grounds

that crime has consequencee'for the victim (who, therefore, should be re-
a

0
paid) and that crime detracts froM the quality of life in the neighbor-.

_hoods. Thus, the community also should he repaid by the offender.

Most of the programs deviilop employment Options so that youths can

be included id the restitution prograt whooCerwilyeuld not have the

financial.capaoity'to make restitution. itsome jurisdictions however,,

empllyment itsekf is cosier to be of considerable value in preven-
.,,

.tion of future delinquent }. The Massachusetts programs all consider the

'44" lack Of employment to be a major source of juvenile crime and, therefore,

.

theprovision of jobs is viewed as having a potential rehabilakitive of -0

personnel acknotledge that there are severe problems with this,.

79:489 0-81,---13
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how because it is almost impossible .for the program to find enough
..*1

permanent posifions for the youths.

'Other Services for_the Offender

Many of the restitution programs do not provide social services or

require offenders to participate in treatments such as counselling, spe-

'cial education, and so on. most of the basic models are considered as

having no social services available because, even if these are,avail-

able or required by the court, they are not ass.oiated with the restitu-

tlin function.

The Dorchester and Lowell. programs require all clients to participate

in counseling sessions and often require other types of social service

treatments. /n Anne Aiundel County, the arbitrator can require Other

"treatments" in conjunction with restitution.' The IWOA programs and

the victim assistance models do not pYovide or require these types of

services_becauie it is not considered a part,of their function but is

more appropriately handled by probation:

The Seattle program has articulated an interesting position in rela-

tion to the provision of social services by the juvenile justice system.

It is the contention of this program that the juvenile justice system's

first response to jiven1le crime should be.'hold the youth responsible
.e.

'

and accountable for the offense. The second shoAte to inform

the youth of the types of social services that are availablefrom the

proram or in the community. _These, howeller, should never be required

and when made available by the program they should be kept distinctly

separate from the retittttive function. Thus,, a client received.,by the

community accountability program from the juvenile court mutt first parti-

cipate in the panel hearing, agree to a restitution plan, and only after

194 4
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these activities is the CAP counsellor to interview the youth, assess his

or her social needs, and advise the person of the types of_counsellim.and

special education programs available from the conl.munaty aCcountabillte, pro-

gram. This approach was prprpted by the belief that a community accounts-

!.

program could-have a deterrent effect.on Juvenile isime '(as well as

a rehabilitative effect) bUt only if youths in .the coMmunty secognized

litat the commission ot'an offense would result in repayment and work rhthdr

than in required dounselling, special tutoring, and unenforCeable behavior

req4irements (such as curfew)%

Other Services for Victims
-* .

,

a-- , . '

1.as'VegaS,'Dorehester., and the three VA/OA grams provide &no:0er
.

1 . -
, _,

.of services td vi;ims. Alll'Of these provide asNirs;a:Ce *te:9.ctims in rs:
.... ,..

e .. ,, ....; , j.,, , 4 /
coifecing'property..development'.of writ4docutation ror the losses,

, . 1. ' . 4 i d
,

- , ..7. 'Is' ' ''' , .,S, .' . i .4' % "branii9Aation to, cOurti. and' other 'simalar'sergiaes. .Vt c tie% ddyscacy as ,°,_ ,r -4
- dp... - ./',0 ' ''% r ., ,,, , , y

).
difilteUlt to iefille,_ipt lenerallemans.e4t`the prbgram has someone who '', _ .

-. 4 ,0...it. ,.,

.
1

sieaks pd;b4ailf OT. the victimAu.114,the time,ttat the regtitAion plan 4:4
. -3,0 0 40 .' . , .-, ,,

-, -
.,I ip'beid developed. ,DO Chester has i, victim assistance unit which is ,,

1. . . 0 .9 staffed, separately (roe the restitutl unit...."Thus,,persons who advocate \ .

iorthe victim are no& invo1vedsimulea'neousli'w:th balancing the needs 1.
-----'

.of the youth. In Oklablxisa County`, TOA'a Bounty,, and Rabid 'City, the.:
* 0

restit4tibn courisell ror assumes.the role of an arbitrator or negotiatOr
5 .

to balance tte victim and offeilder points of view. -In spite of the' a1

'role, persons we int,4'viewed did doviecl this as a'IToblernor, a conflict

pf interest. In Las Vegas, the victim.coordinmtor has the primary role

of victim advocateand probation officers tend be advodates for the

youth.

,N
.
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.WFNDIX,A

The restitution models disciissed in the text are derived primarily from

three of ihedimensions. Victim-oriented activities, offender - oriented

activities,
0

and the type of offender activities (service - oriented or deter-

rence-oriented):

At shown in Table Al, the basic l'estitution model (far right on the

diagram) is derived from victim-oriented activitiesteing confined t6
4

.

cial restitution oAly, offender-oriented activities being confined to finan-

cial restitution only, and no assistance'of any type to the youths., The, 'k,

I 0.'

expancled,baliit model d4fers.only ipthat the type of activities for the
'.'' .

.
s t

youths incIUde assistance.' to those from low-income firalied. * . .--
,

4 .

There re three models in which victim - oriented arctivitiesare 1.istited

to financial restitution, but offender - oriented activiemes are More exten-

t ..

sive. If these are social service ,oriented' then the resurting model is

..,"'
.

the social service/restitution model. If the activities are emplpyment-,
.

,

oriented're.g., long7term eMPIoynxiAM, ]ob skills, etc.) then the model is

et
ca.ed employment/reLtitution. The third one df these (offender accounts-

bility).rsja esult of the offender activities being deterrence-oriented

(Sucirsi, special panels on hearings focusing on accountability/responsibi-

lity and expliCit" prohlbition of "positive" activities until restitution
,

agreements have been reached)..

,

On the left side of the diagram.are,models in which victim-oriented

activities are high. 'These models carry the same genericnames except that

"victim assistance" is inserted in front of the other name. Thus, there is

a victim assistance basic model, a Victire assistance expanded model, and so

on.

The ten models would be expanded to 20 by placing the word "independent"

196
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in front of each to indicate that the progrium is independent of the 36e-

Jule court. Any other dimension listed in Table 1 of the text could be

used in corounction with the-ten models shown. For example, a community

accountability model would have the characteristics of the accountability

model shown in Table Al but would be "high" on the amount of communitye

Involvement In the restitution process.
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TABLE Al: DERIVATION OF RESTITUTION MODELS FROM THREE DIMENSIONS OF REST/TU./10N PROGRAMS1
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only
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tS, 'The three dimension( from which these 10 mallets ere derived are victim-oriented activities. of fendcr-o tented activities. and %). *
of fender activibles (social service oriented vs deterrence-oriented). Although the dimensions have been treated as categoriCal l?bleor
(e 1 , 'high' on 'low"). these are. in (att. continua and ere displayed categorically only to permit the development of typology f
restitution 'oriels.. An actual restitution program could mix and combine the various activities in severalways not shove here. t/le by
creating mixed or entirely new model,. by incorporating other dimensions shown in Cable 1 of the text, a multitude of addlil nal
,models can he erect
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1 .

DERIVATION OF RESTITUTION MODELS FROM_ THREE DIMENSIONS OF IIESTITUTION PRCCRAKS
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1Tire threAdimensiobs from whia.these 10 models are derived are vicum-oriented activities, offendd-oriented
activities, and type of, offender activities (social service oriented vs.

deterrence-oriented).'' Although the dimensions have been treated as oategorlcal variables(e g., "high" vs. "low:), ttese arc, In fact, continua
and arg displayed categorically only to peTit the development of .itypology ofrestitution trOels An actual restitution program could mix and combine the

various activities in several ways not shown here, therebycreating sited models or entirely new models.
By incorporating other dimensions shown in Table 1 of ti text, a multitude of addition/IPmodels,can be'created.
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INTRODUCTION

often-expressed complaint in the /iterature on )uvenile,restitution

concerns the lack of information about the extent to which restitutive sanc-

tions are employed by )uvenile courts.1
Experts appeir to disagree: while

some vivw restitution as a cbmmon or even necessary part of the )uvenile court

structure, others -- particularly writers of proposals seeking funding for res.-,

titution programsstress theunique
and innovative character of the practice.2

There is, moreover, confusion over the purposes of restitution, lie., whether

it is victim-oriented or directed
toward the rehabilitation of the oifender.5

Finally, there exist no or only very sketchy operational data concerning such

things as compliance rates and methods of enforcement. AB interest in the

concept of restitution among )uvenil)ustice
policy planners increases,- more

Information clearly will be required..

Previous Surveys

Reliable information concerning the effectiveriess of restitution as a

preventative of future
and delinquency must await the completion of

systematic evaluation efforts. 4 However, some very useful information on the

operation of selected restitution programs
already has been compiled. The

Minnesota Restitution Center, a program for adults established in 1972, is

99rhaps the best documented.5 'In addition, comparative surveys were.00nducted

by HerbertEdelhertz (1975); the Aiican Institutes for Research (1976); and

Joe Hudson. et al. (1977)
6

. These surveys focused on the best known of exist-
-

Ing restitut4on programs and dikated them in accordance with a number of

dimensions such as ma)or.goals and procedures for reacbkng and enforcing res-

titution contracts. Edelgertz analyzed, seven Otograms in this fashion, Hudson

"4 1
ee*

ti
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discussed 19 programs, and the American Institute of Research, which confined

2

its survey to juvenile restitution programs, dealt with 11.

While the surveys were appropriate for some purposes - -such as the iden'

fication of major issues and common problems through the description of a

limited number of illustrative oximples--they clearly were inappropriate for

others. First, no effort was made to sampler courts or court officials to

determine the extent to which restitution r.equirements.are imposed: Edelhortz

sought to obtain such information by writing state planning agencies, but.

Ifound that sever'sl agencies could not rdentify even well-known and federally '

funded restitution programs in. their sates. "Perhaps the mostysignificL

0
finding from the survey was the lack of knoledA concerning the innqvative

1
programs which'have been developed," idelhela wrote. It is clear that res-

4 titution programs have not been welliublicized.or circulated among agencies

responsib4 to the planning of criminal justice innoZritions."7 This problem /

must ha..'hampered the A.I.R. and Hudson surveys as wel Conductdd by tele- .

alone, the,survey; apparently employed a procedure whereby the questioner would

ask the inVer;riewee if he knew of any other restitution programs. We do not

know the 6vtal number of restitution xrograms," HUdson rtported, "but our tele-

phone survey, clearly did not reach,all of them.
"8

A second but related defi-

'eiency of the surveys concerns the non-generalizability of the findings. $inee

no samp;ing procedure as employed, the'informatibh geriprated by the survey's

is necessarily limited to the.programs contacted. ."Thus," Hudson continues,

"the information we gathered reflects tendencies which may or may not apply

to all such programs.
9

,A third problem is that the data produced by the

surveys is descriptive qualitative rather than quantitative, and thus unsuited

for more rigorous statistical analysis. Finally, no attempt was made to
4

assess the attitudes of court personnel, such as jddges and probation officers,
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toward the use of restitution as a sanetron or rehabilitatilk treatment.
t

Most of these deficienCies were absent from a Study conducted by Steven

Chesney in the state of Minnesota.
Chesney, dealoring the lack of systematic $'

efforts to gather information on restitution,
surveyed judges, court clerks,

°
'prob:ltion officers, victims and offenders in an examination of restitution as

a condition of probation.10 while characterized by'strict adherence to sci--

-
entific pFocedures and data analytic

techniques, the Chesney survey, too, is

of limited value: it was confined to the state of Minnesota, and it specific-

ally excluded

However,as

instructive.

an examination of restitution as 'a,§ole sanction ortreatment.

pilot study or prototype foT future efforts, the study was

It tapped attitudes toward restitution among the different

9ropi? Axveyed, examined compliancerates, and broke out restitution require-

ments by type of offense.

Purposes of tha,Study

The survey uponwhicA,this paper is based differs from those previously

conducted in at least two important respects: .first, it was undertAen to.
'.

serve informatiorial needs foray natiopal evaluation of juveLile restitution

ptograms, and consequently was PlMited.to juvenile, courts; and second, it is

' baled on anational sample of all juvenile courts in the United States,' and

thus, the results of the study may_be_generalized_tohe
population fro which

/
the sample was eirawn. To the writers' knowledge, this study constitutes the

-
firA national survey of juvenile court personnel, on questions dei4incl with

the use of destitution.

E*'perts have identified at Seastifour major groups of issues pertinent

the use of restitution.11 Then include the nature of the restitution

requirement; the amount of restitution ordered; the relationshill'of restitution

*le
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to 9ther criuunal sanctions, and the involvementof the victim'Sn phe deteiman-
. '

ation of the requiremeni. Using these baLtrisTes as a guide, the survey
4

i"-,nstr5?cent (set Appendix A) was designed to elicit responses on the following

sets df qUe4tions.

,1
a. Scope and History of Restitution. 'What proportion of jUVenile courts'

.

use restitution? How long have courts used,this type orrequirement? What pro-
'

portion of 3uveniles. involved.in dierent.typec of offenses is restitution

*
ordered? Of courts which have used restitution sp the Past, hal, many no

longer do so and why?
. .

P.
Types,of Restitution: What types of restitution are used? To whom

*.

. is the payment made and what is the form of payqnt? Who 4etermanes the .

s

amount of restitution and according to what criteria? What 4s the role,pf the
r

victim ?' gow is the requirement enforced? .What is.the rate of compliance with

the retitution ordkr? parents perinitted to assist in the payment of
I

i

,vw1,tution? ,

r - .
3. Penetration into the %System. Does pstitution increase or:dekrease

r' -1' .. ' ,
..L ale unt of montact between the offeader and tne'court? At that point

,,
after

,
---/

a intake IS the requirement made? Are youths who pay estitution more likely.

than
I

Others to be formally adjudicated? Is restktutio lasually'combinadwith.

. : othe requirements? ., 4

0
.

. ..
, 4. Program Goals; Is the major 'purpose of restitution to rehabilitate

the

"411.

f_ endr or assist,(compensate,1*the victim? l...there other goals? S./
. . .

) s

5. Attitudes. and Expectatio .Abov.t.Restitution: Is ealtitution.per-":

Ykfil

.

ceive4 as.an effective strategy in tWt reduction of repidivim? gke victims
.

. - 9
who recelvel restitution believed to pe mone satisfied with the operation of

.:'' 1 , /" t

the,priman .9estme,sy:tem? ,To what/extent - -in tOe'opit:ion of clurt,teiTYcsals .

...4' '

..

'. s-N ,

..c:ald thg introlluttion. of restitntlokbe suppprted by pplice, jpdges and
...,

- __
03 11' ;

1

C. .

.

.
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the community? Are the opinions on these issues in which use

restitution different than those in jurisdictions whidh do not?

4
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

Sampling Procedure and Response Rates

At the outset of the study, the decision was made to draw a relatively

small sample and concentrate efforts upon obtaining a high proportion of com-

pleted questionnaires.12 The population from which the sample was drawn con-

sisted of 3,544 courts on the mailing list of the National Council of Juvenile

Court Judges.
13

The list is ordered geographically (rather than alphabetic-

..

ally) by states, and a sample of 197 juvenile courts was drawn by selecting

every 'WI court.

Questionnaires were sent by mall and followed by telephone calls approx-

imately 30 days later to those who hadnot yet responded. A total of 133

completed questionnaires were obtained for a response rate of 68 percent.

This included 69 courts which returned the questionnaires without a prompting

call, 55 courts which were interviewed over the telephone, and nine courts

wht,01.1 returned questionnaires after a telephone prompt. of the 64 courts for

which no responses were dbtained, 22 explaandd that the appropriate official

was not available., 20JpromIsed to map the questionnaire-at a later. date, and
A

seven refu;ed to participate in the study. 'Interviewers were unsuccessful

min repeated efforts to contact the remaining 15 courts. Virtually all of the

COurts contacted were highly cooperative and a fair percentage accoppanied

their questionnaires with thoughtful letters, copies of state legislation con-
* -

)cerning restitution, and so forth.
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Juvenile court judges constituted
the largest single block of respondents.

with a fbtal of 106 (77 percent)
completing questionnaires. Thirteen (nine)

peicent) of the instruments were signed by juvenile probation Officers° and

four (three percent) identified
themselves as social case workers. Other

court personnel inane up the remaining
14 (10 percent) of the respondents. .At

least one but no more than six, completed
questionnaires were Obtained.from

each of the 50 states. The frequency of responSes by geographic region is

given in Table 1. '

Useof Restitution

Two questionnaires were sent to each of the courts drawn in the sample,

one to be returned by courts which do not use restitution, and another, some-

what longer and more detailed) to be
returned by courts which nse restitution?

For purposei of the survey, restitution
was defined as any type of monetary or

non - monetary payment that the youth is asked'to make directly to the victim

or indirectly through "community service" or otter similar activiti0). 14

A rather surprising finding was the extent to which.restitution is used

by juvenile courts in the Onited'States.
The use of,restitution was reported

40by f14 courts, or 86 percent of, all respondents.15 'Moreover,
only one of the

restitution prograAilidentified in previous Surveysthe Victim Assistance

Program in Las Vegas (Clark County), Nevada--was drawn the sample: Of

the 19 courts; in the survey which do not use restitution, seven

indicated they plan to introduce the practice at some point in the future.

Six of the remaining 12 reported they lacked the statutory power to impose

restitution, and lit expressed opposition to the couept on the grounds that

offenders usually are unable to pay. Five 4f the 19 said that restitution

a

206
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TABLE 1:

RESPONSES BY REGION

Region Frequency Percent

New England .- 12 1 '10.5

Middle Atlantic 7 6.1

East North Central j 22 ' 19:3

west North Central 19
.." 16.7

StlittbAlantic
0

15 13.3
II

East South Central. ,7 6.1

West South Central, 10 p.8

Mountain ).-1'.
9.6,

Pacific 11 4.6

114 99.9'
,044

.0

.

'percentages do not Min to ibo due to rounding error.
k

had been used in the past, but that the practice had been discontinued.
0

Clearly, the imposition of restitutiva requirements is a commor;'practice

in juvenile courts and is not as innovative as some proponents seem to believe.

Nor is it pew: as seen in Table 2, courts hive used restitution for an average

of 16.9 years, with 80 percent having used /for more than six years, and

10 percent for more than 26 years. It is interesting to note that the resti-
.

tution programs identified in'previous surveys tended to be newer, typically

having te5un in 1973 or later, and uSually w re funded by the Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration (LEAA).
16

The gre ter notoriety of the federally-

funded programs probably is associated with the fact that the funding process

generally involves the cirucletion of proposals for reviev and public announce-

ment of awards. Nonetheless, the lack df knowledge concerning some large and

well-established programs is surprising. Ohe noteworthy example of a program

overlooked in nevious surveys has been operated by the Hamilton County

207.
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TABLE 2:

. I.

NUMBER OF YEARS RESTITUTION HAS BEEN USED

Years Frequency k

1- 5
, 20

6-10 40

11-15 - 18

16-20 10

2125

+26 10

Total N = 100 = 16.9
N = 100

TABL4,3:

PROPORTION OF CASES INVOLVING DIFFERENT
TYPES OF OFFENSES FOR WHICH RESTITUTION IS ORDERED

Types.Of Offense - X Median N

Property 69.7 89.6 105
-1Robbery 45.3 31.0 92

Assault 24.4 4.4
.*

95
Sexual 10.4 .13 ep 90

(Cincinnati), Ohio, 3uvenil,e court since 1959. The Restitution Department
1 . '

in that 3urisdiction handed nearly
1,500 restitution cases in 1976, with

1,250, being successfully terminated.

Table 3 presents data on tfie proportion of cases involving different

types of offenses forwhich restitution is ordered. It is apparent that

restitution dispositions are most common fot cases involving property loss,

including property offenses and robbery, and used car more sparingly in cases

involving attacks on the person. In this tablg, the proportion of cases in,

each offense type for which restitution
is ordered was averaged over all

208
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courts using, restitution. Since averages can be rnisleadingwithout knowing

the distribution-bf the variable, 'elle median was calculated and is presented
,

as well. The median clarafi4s these data Considerably: for example, cOurtJ,

on the'average ordered esLtution.in 10.4 percent of all sexual cases; how,

ever, in at least half the courts restitution was ordered in less than one

percent of sexual cases. ,It other words, restitution for sexual offenses and

assault is even more rare tnan the averages would indicate.

.

Type of Restitution

Virtually 41of, the courts (103 out'of 114) provide for some *Art of

monetary payinents directly or indirectly to the victim as a part of the res-

titution order, ith about half (52)k requiring restitutive work. Apparently,

courts prefer to limit the )uyenile's cbntalt with the victim; as shown in wo,

Table 4. only 14 courts specified that monetary payments are made directly to.

tae victim, and only five specified that work is performed directly for-the.

victim. The more common procedure, when monetary payments are required, is

for the youths to make the payments to the court or a probation officer for

disbursement to the victim. When work is required,, it most frequently involves

community service (such'as work in hospitals or at recreation centers) or some '

combination of community service and work for the victim. As an example of

the latter, a court in Rockland, Maine, reported that false fire alarms always

result in restitution the city for the cost of answering the alarm--usually

at the Fire Dqpartment "where supervision'is abundant".

Data relating to the determination of the amount of restitution ordered

are presented ir'Table 5. The amount of loss suffered by the victim appears

to be the most important criterion in determining.theamount of restitution to

J.

20'3
79-489 0-81--14
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TABLE 4e

TYPE OF RE§TITUTION

Monetary(109) work (52) .

To Victim '14 For Victim 5'

P.O. For Victim 14 Community Service 19

Court For Victim 17 Community/Victim 10

Not Specified '63 Offense Related 2

Not Speci.fiedp.. 18

Note: Data in this table were coded from an open-ended question
(Question.No. 3); many respondents did not specify where restitution
payments are made or work performed. Obviously, a number of courts

' use both monetary and work restitution.

be paid, with only i0 percent of the respondents indicating that the offender's

ability to pay was more important. This finding should be interpreted with

caution, however, as it is probable that ability to pay may be vritical in

determining-the youth's eligibility for a restitution requirement in the first

place. In his study of restitution practices in Minnesota, Chesney noted

that resatution was most frequently ordered for middle class whites, and that

few probation officers believed the restitution requirement constituted a

hardship for the offender and his family.
17

Chesnpy concluded: "It is clear

that the most important determinant of whether ansotherwise eligible defendant

was ordered to make restitution was his presumed 'ability to pay'.... Clearly,

a liirge group of offenders, in whom the courts had little faith that restitu-
o

tion would be completed, were not ordered to make rettitution.418 As also

shown in Table 5, judges have the predominant role in determining the amount

of restitution, with probation Officers given the responsibility in some Jur-
.

isdictions. Victims are given the right to determine the amount of restitution

in only 14 percent of ,the jurisdictions - -cue, apparently, to suspicions that

od. , t

210 '
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TABLE 5:

DETERMINATION OF THE AMOUNT OF RESTITUTION REQUIRED .

How N 1 Who

Victim Loss SS 50 Judge 74 66

Ability to Pay 11 10 Probation Officer 22 20
\.'

Both 45 40 Victim 16 14

111 100 112 100

victims may inflate their claime.19

The manner in which restitution requirements are enfdrced, when igis

made a condition of probation, is shown in Table 6.... As one would expect,

'probation officers are responsible for enforcing the order in about -two-

thirds of the jurisdictions, while about one -third of the )uri;dictions provide-
for some sort of fbllow-up by the court. The reluctance of juvenile courts

to.place young offenders in institutions is indicated by the fact that only

11 jurisdictions reported they resort to incarceration if the restitution

requirement is not fulfilled. However, 25 courts say that noncOmpliale can

result in revocation of probation, and ;t often was unclear whether revocation

of probation Meant institutionalization or merely modification oire,conditions

of probation so that the offender was removed from the restitution program.

Extension of the probationary period results from noncompliance in 21 of the;

jurisdictions and five courts would issue contempt citations.

Only two courts reported they would attach the youth's salary for failure

to pay restitution,' Which probAbly indicates the extent to which this strate4y

ois viable. Employment problems among young people are well known, and of

course are worse for )uveniles who have had contact with the criminal justice

system. While it is likely true that."Jobs are the best deterrent po crime,".

211 1
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as a Texas judge, wrote in returning his questionnaire, finding and holding

jobs are very difficult. "At this time our major problem has been in the

area bf youth employment," an officer in the Clark Counp, (Nevada) Victim's
. .

Assitanoe Program wrote. "We have had some successin getting youth jobs,

but to date have ,pad only a 35 percent success rates in keeping these youth in

3obs.for longer than a month."

While only four of the courts reportedthat the restitution orders are

never enforced, it should be pointed out that only 68 of the 114 courts u5'ih1

restitution responded to the question in a direct fashion. Some simply skipped

it, while others avoided adirect answer by listing the positive and/or

negative incentives for compliance.
,";

The'data in Table 7 indicate that the rate of compliance with restitution

orders is very high. *About 70 percent of the respoftdents reported compliance

rates of greater than 90 perbent, and only two of the courts said that more

than 50 percent of offenders required to pay restitution fail to dm so., While

' b
these datatare impressive, it should be mentioned thi-r*thk, refer only to the

track records of Juveniles for whom restitution was considered an appropriate

diSposition. There,was no indication by any of the courts that resti'ebtion

was ordered for all offenders, or that youths were assigned to restitution

programs on a random basis. If restitution were required regardless of whether

o'

the offender appeared to be a "safe bet,".the rate of noncompliance might be

greater.

,

The role of parents in the payment of restitution is shown in Table 8.

In the ma3ority of cases the courts apparently do not prescribe a rale for

parents, which results in the parents paying (and the court encouraging the

youth to repay the parents) or the parents assisting the youth in making pay-

ments. In 15 courts the'parents are required to pay whatever restitution is

2 1 2
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13

ENFORCEMENT OF RESTITUTION AS 26NDITION OF PROBATIONI

Who How

-

Probation Officer 42 Revocation 25

Court 26 EEtenjon 21

Attach Salary 2

Contempt S 4N 68
Incarceration 1/ .
Never Enforced' 4'

I

TABLE 7:

COMPLIANCE WITH,RESTITliTION ORDERS

Percent Who Fall to Comply Frequently

Less than S 27.

5 -10 46

11 T 25 18

26 - 50 10

More than S0 2

4 103

S.

ct

TABLE 8'.

PARENTS' ROLE IN PAYING RESTITUTION

N

Parents Required to Pay- 15

Parents Pay and Juvenile,
Encouraged GO Pay Parents ^14

ParenttSometimes Help 40

Parents Prohibited 29

Don't Know,Not Specified

109

213
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TABLE 9:

=- IL(
:V."

, -

WHERE IN COURT SYSTEM RESTITUTION BEQUIREMiNMIS Itipg, ,
A

A 4 =.,

Always atIntake

At or after Informal Hearing 8-

At at After FoFmal.Vearing 40 AO
After Either Informal or Formal Hearing 57 51

,'

. - .

°

I.

orderad, and in 29 courts they are specifically prohibited frompayinl 104:14e01::

. .

the.survey did not assess the reasons that the courts instituted the req4ire7i!..Z,, 9
." .1 1,`

ments, it is possible the courts are acting in accordance with competpg 11, /o

4,0 f
theoriesof delinquency control. One theory, which would be reflected4n4the"

requirement that parents pay, holds the parents responsible, for the behavipr

of their children; the other theory would focus on efforts to make the youth. 24

accept responsibility for his actions. The latter theory frequently is'cited
1 -

as a goal of. juyenile restitution programs.20

. 2
Fenettation:into the System

,d
°The predominant model for courts using restitution is to oombins the

.

.

requirement with Supervised probation: only six of the courts reported thab
Yrk.: 1

'restitution is ever used as a sole sanction. As restitution reqUirements
.

.
..1

.. _

generally take some time'to complete, one consequence of this procedure is
.

i :.

that it tends to lengthen the youth's contact with the criminal juiticesys-
i

tem: 48.percent of the respondentf,i.paid restitutionincrease thipouvenile's.

'length of Contact with the system, 30 percent said they percei, no change,

' )144,
an only 19 percent said the length of contact was decreased by restitution. ,-

`

. .Table 9 shows where in thl court system the restitution requirement is:t

0
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made. Because restitution almost always ig arcondition or probation, the

requirement rarely is made prior to a formal bearing before a judge or other

court referee. While only one of the courts indicates that juveniles are

diverl to a restitution program at the intake stage, this almost certainly

does not accurately represent the amountof pre-adjudicatory diversion Involv-

e

ing restitution that actually takes prace.21At the police level, restitution

is,a routine part ofoa policeman's fob, and it greatly reduces the number of

cases brought to court.22 Although diversion has long been practiced infor-
4.

TABLE 10:.

PROPORTION OF JUVENILE COURT CASEICH ARE FORMALLY ADJUDICATED*

Restitution - Non-Restitution

' Median X
.

Median

Formal Hearing by Judge or Referee 67t 80% 58% '60%

Informal Hearing by Judge - _14% .2% 16% .3% '.

Informal Hearing by Other Personnel '19% .5% 26%' 10%

Formal adjudication is defined as a disposition eade by a judge, or a dis-
positi.on made after a fact-finding hearing presided over by the judge or
other referee of thrtburt.

gaily in the juvenile justice sistem,there is a growing trend toward formal-

izing the practice through the use of restitution. Five of the 11 restitution

programs identified by the survey,-non: of which were begun prior to

1973, were designed as diversion profgrams.23

The relationship between formal adjudication of juvenile court cases and

the use of reptution is shown in Table 10. Again,. the data reflect the

tendency of restitution to be made a condition of probation--prqbably due to

the potential legal problems'involved in ordering restitution (or imposiz any

other sanction) prior to a judicial hearing. In cases involling restitution,

..

tt.

an average tied been brought before a judge or

Ar`

a

r 1

.og:4
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other court ref for a disposition, and, in half the courts, more than 8r.

percent had been dealt with formally. Cases not invol%ing restitution were
4

less likely to have been formally adjudicated, and more likely to have been

dii'posed of through an informal hearing presided ove by'SriMeone other than a

judge or court referee.

Prqgram Goals

A ma)or.iszue concerning restitution is, the extent to whack progiame

1
cH

designed to assist victims or reduce recidivism, i.e., aid in the rehabilita-

tion of the offender. Edelhertz suggests that'.the current popular interest

in redressing wrongs done to victimsrs, stimulated support for restitution,

but that "this factor is necessarily sdbordinatedlto offender-related consider- ,

ations simply because of the limited capacity of most offenders to qdequately -

atone to their victzms Ina
/
material way." Consequently, the polities] Impetus

I,
for restitution programs is thus victim-oriented while the programs which are

actually, established are invariably focused on correction or rehabilitation of

offenders." He adds: "No restitution program has come to my.attention which

has the delivery of benefits tovictims as its primary or even very important

operational goal."
24

Asked to characterize their programs as beingsdesigned to assist victims

or reduce recidivism, nearly three-quarters of the - respondents (82 out of 114)

.0Aid that bot oals were equally important. Twenty-one (18 percent) said the
at

primary purpose of their programs was to reduce recidivism, while eight (seven

percent) reported tnaetheir mayor goal was to provide assistance to victims.

6f the remaining three, one court volunteered the observation that the major

goal of restitution was punishment, another said it was to deter other )uven-

' Iles from delinquent acts, and the third said the primary purpose waS.to

4

4
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'promote greater involvement of parents with their children's activities.

Attitudes and Expectations, About Restitution

Attitbdes towards restitution held by respondents from both the courts

that use restitution and those that do not are depygted in Table 11. lonsis-
.

tent support for and belief in the effectiveness of restitotion would be

, indicated by agreement with statements'numbered one through foursix,, and

nine through 10, and disagreement with the statements numbered five, seven and

eight. As is evident from the t I le, large maporities of both users and flan-

users tend to support restitution, but larger percentages of users support

the practice than non-users. Of course,, it is impossible to infer from these
1'

data whether support for restitution generates use, or use of restitution
0

47,

gegerates support.
40

While the two categories of courts differed significantly on most of the

statements in their support for restitution, they were remarkably similar in

their pattern of responses. It should be noted, for example, that statements

referring to victim satisfaction drew more support from both sets of courts

than statements referring to the reduction of recidivism, however, both res-

titution and non-restitution courts perceive differences with respect to

property offenses and personal offenses. Apparently,, the respondents believe

'that juveniles who commit personal offenses (such as assault and sexual

offenses) would be less sulieptIble to the rehabilitative aspects ofrestitu-

tion. In addition', the respondents believe the victims of personal offenses

Would be less likely (in comparison with theitctlms of property offenses) to

be satisfied with the operation of the criminal )ustIce system if their case
%.r

received a restitution disposition. Interestingly,, the differences between

the two sets of courts on the statements dealing with personal offenses were

9

1 "1
4
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not significant, indicating Lgreemenit ,Vetween,hoth users and non' -users of
. -. .

. I.

restitution on the issue. A
l
. .

Predictably, the two sets of courts.differ4 to qm greatest extent on
.

'.-.'
',,,

the question of support for restitution among juvenile court judges. Only

nine percent of the courts which use restitution believe other juvenile court

judges would not suppbrt restitution, while 47 percent cif-411e non-restitution

courts believe it would not be supported by other'judges. Differen e en

users and non-users on this question are plrhaps symbolized by ale Viunteered

comments pf two judges from missouri,and Ohio. The Missouri, ju ge, who stated

. that he h fed restitution requirements on every tired:. pa the past

four years, expressed the opinion that "if all juv Ile judges used restitution,.

it would soon reduce delinquency." The Ohio dge told an interviewer that

the use of restitutive,sanctions is "inappropriate." He gave two reasons:

First; 'it assumes that parents are responsible, which, in his experience, is

' not usually the case, and t-e/ciad, it leaves the judge with ne.4choice but to
A

incarcerate 'the juvenile if he--or his parents-=does,not pay.

Further a lysis of the data irected,tpwAla identifying the types of

: programs and c8aaunities that facilitate a greater'belief in the
.r

effectiveness of.restitution and a higher CompjAance rate the youths. Belief

in-the effectiveness of the prggram Ohs meaTealey,reatin
Ile

additive index.
.

Of the questiolis, excludingth4e calling for an assessment, by the '

N. respondents of the extent -t/ which restitution is supported by the community,
.

C °.
police, and' ther juve e judges. TheAiempiance Late was based on response; '.

pro.u.ddon the survey gAstionpcire; This ..ariable r nts.estimates of
.4

?
the compliance rate rather.thanen actual objectiv asure of compliance, .

:The independent {predictor) vaSabies of interest included the social

....
. .

-:"

.0"

O

21

-4,44

o
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TABLE 11: ,

. COMPARISON 011, ATTITUDES TOWARD RESTITUTION

Percentage of Respondents in Agreement

Statement

\I.Restitution reduces recidivism
among property offenders.

2. Restitution reduces recidivism
among offenders who have con,

.witted personal offenses.

3. Restitution to victims of prop-
erty offenses increases victim
satisfaction.

4. Restitution to victims of personal
offenses increases victim satis-
faction.

5. Restitution would increase the
a victim's fea5, of future 'offenses'

6. Restitution.would'increase the
offender's sympathy (or empathy)
with the victim.

7. Restitution would encourage
future offenses bepause it is

-an easy0 sentence.

8. Restitution requirements would
make victims less satisfied yith'
the criminal justice.SYstem,becanse
they seldom receive thp full*amount
they were supposed to r,ceive."

9. Restitution for juveni14 offenders
would enjoy widespread support
from the community.

10. Restitution for juvenile offenders
would enjoy widespread support
from the-police.

II/ Restitution fdr juvenile offenders
would enjoy widespread support
from juvenile court judges.

ve

Restitution
(114)

Nonresti-
tution (19) Probability*,

87 72 <.10

61 56 ns
.

99 84 <.01

88 77 ns

18 16
i

ns

47 18 ;5.05

1

07 22 1<.05

21 47 <.01
*

96 83 <.110

-

90 79 <.10

91 63 <.01
/1 .

*Refers to the probability that the observed differences in percentages could
be due to chance. Probability levels are based on the t-test with N-2 degrees
of freedom.

0

0

21A 9
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and demographic characteristics of the jurisdiction, the scope of the program,

and the type of program.

' The-socio-economic ..L.i.cteristics of areas served by the juvenile court

were included in order to determine whether the belief in restitution or the

estimated compliancerates differs in accordance with the overall social class

of the area served.. ,

The scope of the program refers to the proportion of cases in several

offense categories for which restitution is used as a part of the disposition.

It is reasonable to presume that courts which use restitution only for a

small proportion of 'the cases would select the persons who are the "best risk"

and, therefore, would have higher compliance rates and a greater belief in the
. 1

effectiveness Af rest,itirion. As jurisdictions increase the proportion of

youth's aigiikle-lor the\trestitutio; disposition, they would begin to use this..,

1 .
.

disposition for juveniles who are "poorer risks" and; therefore, would have

less belief in the effectiveness and, lower compliance rates.

The type of program refeFs to its, operating characteristics. Of particu-
v.'s-

. r
4

lar interest was whether the court used restitution in a programmatic fashion

I.

or whether the use was more casual and simply a disposition sometimes required

by the judge. It was, however, quite difficult to make a clear distinction

between courts that take a programmatic rather than a casual approach to res-

titution.' Five of the better known federally-funded restitution programs

were selected and a copy of the questionnaire was sent to them. The comparison

of operating characteristics for these programs and those in the original

trr
sample revealed only a .few dIfferehces and several of the non-fundedArograms

were operated in virtual* the same way as the federally- funded ones.

In order to construct an index of organizational development (e.g., a

prograpdatic approach to restitution), we identified the operating character -

4



217

21

o
istics that were common to the five federally funded progfazo and which were

found less frequently in the non-funded programs. The additive index of

programmatic development used the forlowing variables: the use of restitu-

tion in assault cases, the availability of work restitution, the availability

of community service work, the willingness to use restitution at the pre-

ad3udicatory stage, and the enforcement of restitution by the court rather

than by probation officers.

The data shown in Table 12 are the zero-order correlation coefficients

(r) between each orthe independent variables listed onthe left and tht two

dependent variables.*

The social and economic characteristics of the community are generally

unrelated to the strength of belief in the effectiveness Sre;titution and

to the compliance rate.. There is no evidence in the data that court personnel

in white, middle class areas are any more or lesd likely to believe in the

effectiveness of restitution than are court personnel in otheZ types of areas.

Likewise, the social and economic characteristits of the community are not

associated with the compliance rates.

Technical Note:

For readers unfamiliar with regression analysis, it should be explaiged
that the correlation coefficient "r" represents the strength of the relation-
ship between two variables, while the regression coefficient "beta" indicates

0' in addition the impact of the independent variable on the dependent variable.
Both coefficients range in value from +1.0 (perfect positive relationship) to
-1.0 (perfect negative relationship). A correlation of 1.0 would indicate that
two variables are perfectly related, while a beta of 1.0 would indicate that
a unit change in the independent variable is accompanied by a unit change in
the dependent variable. In multiple regression, the beta measures the effect
of a given independent variable with all other variables in the equation held
statistically constant. The other pefficient in Tables 13 and 14 is the
multiple correlation coefficient "R " whiCh represents the amount of variance
in the dependent variable which.is explainbd, or accounted for, by the inde-
pendent variables collectively.

221
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The proportion of cases in which restitution is used also has no rela-

tionship with the dependent variables. Courts which use restituion for a

larger proportion of the offenses do not differ from those that use it in a

small percentage of the cases in terms of compliance rates or belief in its

effectiveness.

TABLE 12:

CORRELATES OF BELIEF IN RESTITUTION' AND ESTIMATED COMPLIANCE RATES

Belief in Restitution Compliance Rate

Demographic
, -

-.06

.01

.05

-.11

. .10

..11

-.13
.02

A population bleak
below poverty

Median education .

unemployed ,111,:.

,Population of area , .01 -

Scope of Use

II 'property offenses .07 ** .09
ok-r0, ell offenses .06 .01
II $ x offenses " -.01 .05

'llt offense; .08 .04 m

Type of Programs

Payment direct to victim .19*: -.12
Work restitution available .16*- .09
Compunity service available .22** .01
Enforced by court .19- .00
After formal adjudication .02 -.10
Parents prohibited .02
Shortens Ca contact .32**
Number of years used -.01
Program goal to benefit youth .20*- .11
Program development .30*? .02

Significant at or beyond .05.
, .** Significant ator beyond .001.

4 44,

The variables that are associated with greater, belief in restitution all

fall into the general cateogry of "type of program." Belief in the effective-

ness of restitution is.greater for programs characterized by:

. 222
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(1) Direct payment to the victim rather than through an intermediary;

(2) The availability of work restitution (in addition to monetary

restitution;

(3), The availability of community service work (in addition to monetary

restitution);

(4) Enforcement of the restitution order by the court rather than by

individual probation officers;

(5) The program goal for restitution is to benefit the youth rather

than to provide compensation to the victim.

In addition, jurisdictions in which the restitution requirement tends to

shorten the youth"s contact with the system tend to have more belief in its

effectiveness than do jurisdictions where the requirements lengths contact.

The courts that have newer restitution programs tend to hold somewhat stronger

4lieffin is effectiveness. It should be noted as well that belief in res-

titaiCirCeffectiveness is not related to whether the parents are prohibited

for required) to pay and is not related to whether the requirement is made

after a formal or informal hearing.
,

The data in Table 12 also indicate that the estimated compliance rateis

not associated with the type of program, except for the length of contact,

with the youth.

As shown at the bottom, of Table 12, the indei-of program development is
*

the single best predictor of belief in effectiveness but is not related to

the estimated proportioit of youths who comply with the restitution order.

In order to. examine the combined impact of several independent variables

on belief and compliance rates, a multiple regression analysis was performed

and the results are shown in Tables-13 and 14.

As indicated by. Table 13, the composite variable, program organization,

223
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TABLE 13:
r

PREDICTORS TO BELIEF IN EFFECTIVENESS OF RESTITUTION'

Relationship of Belief To r

(zero-order)

N

Beta R
2

.
Program organization .30 .25 .09 :

Program goal benefit youth
victimrather than ictim .20 .17 .12

,Shorter contact .18 .12 .14

Years of restitution
-.16 ' .

-.07 .14

PayMent direct to victim .12 ,07 .15
6

,

Significant at or beydnd .05.

is the most potent for explaining belief in, the effectiveness of restitution,
.

Iiir

as it accounts for the balk of the explained variance. Two explanations for

this finding are likely: either, courts which support the concept of restitution

elaM

are more likely to Inkster it more programmatically, or more prograrsatic

administration re is in better experiences for the courts and thus generates

more support. If better experience were measured only in terms of compliance

with restitution requirements, then the latter explanation would have to be

eliminated as those variables are virtually independent (r ... .02): The only

other variable having'much explanatory power is the one labeled "program
7,

goal." The direction of the relationship suggests support for restitution

is greater in nurtsvwhov programs are intended more for the reduction of

recidivism thirfor assistance to victims. The remaining three variables in

the'equation add little in terms of explanatory,power: however, the direction

of the relationship of belief with the number of years the court has used

2 24
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TABLE 14:

PREDICTORS OF COMPLIANCE WITH RESTITUTION REQUIREMENTS

?5

Relationship of Compliance To: ',,

(zero-order)

N..84

Beta R2

Length of contact .32 .31* .10
Recipient of payments -.12 -.08 .11

PriM'ary purpose .11 .68 f12

Years of restitution -.01 .02 .12

Organization .02 -.02 .12'

1 Significant at or beyond .05.

restitution is interesting. It indicate:dhat courts which have adopted

restitution most recently are more likely to believe in its.effectiiieness.

The relationship,of belief in the effectiveness of restitution to compli-

ante with restitution requirements is very slight (r -.06). /e,an effort

to determine the types of programs the most likely to result in the completion

.of requirements, compliance was substituted for belief asthe dependent vari-

able in the regression equation. The results are displayed in Table 14. As

maybe seen, only one variable-- "length of contact"--hits much explanatory

power. The coefficients indicate (unsurprisingly) that compliance is greater

in those courts where restitution requirements lengthen the juvenile's contact

with the criminal justice system. The se2ond variable in the equation--

recipient of restitution payments -- contributes little in terns of explained

variance, but suggests an interesting possibility: apparently, courts which

require offenders to make restitution payments directly to the victim may

have compliance rates greater than those in-which payments are made indirectly.

79-489 0 -.81 ----IS
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

26..
The study reported upon in this paper was undertaken primarily because

of the paucity of information aboutoustitution in general and, in particular,
0

about the manner ail which restitution was practiced in Juvenile courts.

Frevaous studies have been of two types. Either they were based on descrip-
1

S
tions and comparisons of a relatively small number of programs (mostly new

and fedCrally-funded) or they focussed on the practice of restitution in a

single state. This Study is Imsed on data drawn from what apparently, is the

wily nationwide systematic survey ..nn the operation of restitutionprograms in.

juvenile courts ever conducted. As a consequence J'thesnrvayirestitutive

Riactices and requirements in.courts across the country were subjected, for

the firsttime, to systematic measurement and quantitative analysis.

4
An important aspect othe svey was that it captured the variety of

restitution programs which have while revealing, at the same

//
time, reg2;aties and similarities the different approaches. In spite

of the lack of information most jurisdidt!.cns have about programs in existence

across the country, few programs are operat in'a manner that other courts

would Sind surprising. There exists, for exam le, considerable agreement on

the purposes of restitution, how it btbuld be co fined with other sanctions,

where in the court system it 'should be ordered, and criteria should be

used in establishing requirements. Even the levels of across the ,

...-ourts are remarkably similar. On the other hand,/ program greatly with

respect, to such things as the typeof restitution ordered, ethods of enforoe.%

rent, and throle of parents in paying restitution.

The data suggest the following conclusions:.

First, restitution seems to be in more general use than pre iously was

226
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suspected, 'Whale number-liiiititeish6ve.aliggeseed,that restptio
.

"caftmon use" in-juvehile eMuris, norie-yeilt so far:es to--indlmate that iVas-

used in'all but 14 pe'rcent.of the Courts:. 0r.that-it was reguireli irrIsuch a

high percentage of property offenses iii_rObberases."--lbr_eol)er, courts have
- -

used restitution forisome time, with.the eveF4ge program in:existence -fdr

almost 17 years. -

-

6 -
'Second, 'there exists amor4 judges trnd other juvinlie.ocurt officials a

large reservoir of support for restitution and belief in its :ftectivenes.p.-

courts which use are more supportive than Cho i.:whichdO'not,4,

a majority of courts in the laAer category!!view iestitutson.fa rably and

man; aPparently Planplan implement programs in the-future._ The number probably

'would be even larger were it not for the restraint Of statutes. The most
..

frequent ream; given for not 'using destitution was the lack'of egal authority.

Third, the problem of enforcing restitution requirements may not be as

critical as many tend to believe. When made a, condition of probation, resti-
.

talon becOmes subjected to the same enforcement machinery that is used for

any other probationary requirement. Moreover, in the expeiienceof a-large

majority of courts, thettistory of compliance with restitution orders has beer!'

very good. Courts run greziter risks, however, when they require that a

-juvenile obtain and keep a job in order to meet the requirements of monetary

restitution.

Fourth, belief in the effectiveness of restitution for reducing recidivism

a
and improving victim, attitudes toward the systdin is high and is not confined

to court 'personnel from white, middle class areas who use restitution only

in a liMited number of cases. The degree of belief in restitution effective-

ness is greater, for courts that use it than for those that do not and tends

to be higher in courts that have more types of restitution available, -including

'.'

227
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work:.-iestitution and community service.

1

Fifth, the estimated extent of compliance with restitution requirements

does notdifferWith the'socio-economic characteristics of tht area nor wi.th
t .

the prctportion of cases in which restitution is a requirement: The estimated

proportion of youths w successfilly complete the restitution requirement

also is not rel d to the type of program used in the court. Of particular

interest is the finding that the proportion of youths who successfully comply

with the requirement is as high for courts_that use restitutiob frequently as

it is for courts that use it only in a small nUmber,of case. It is also, of

interest to note that courts in which the parents are prohibited from paying

have approximately the same compliance rates as those in which parents are

required to pay if the youth is unable to do so.

6

(--1 228
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1
See, for example, Burt Galaway, "Issues in the Use of Restitution as a

Sanction for Crimeug_ presented at the NatIonalInstitute onCrime tsEd Delin-
quency, Minneapolis, June, 1975, Steven L. Chesney, "An Assessmentff Restitu-
tion in the Minnesota Prqbation Services," in Joe Hudson (ed.), Restitution in
Criminal Justice, St. Paul, Minn. Minnesota Department of Corrections, 1975,
and the American Institutes for Research, "Juvenile Restitution," paper pre-
pared for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, LEAA,
1977.

2
For an expression of the former view, see Richard E. Laster, "Criminal

Restitution: A Survey of Its Past History and an Analysis of Its.Present
lUseftiness,r University of Richmond Law Review, Vol. 5, No. 71, 1970, pp.

- 71-98. The latter view is commonly held by the media as well as expressed
in proposals.

3
Herbert Edelhertz, "Legal and Opeihtional Issues in the Implementation

of Restitution with the Criminal Justice System," in Hudson (1975).

4
Two nationwide evaluations of experimental restitutipn'Programs are

currently underway. The Criminal Justice Research Center in Albany, N.Y.,
is evaluating adult restitution programs, and the Institute of Policy Analysis,
Eugene, Ore., is evaluating restitution programs for juveniles. The principal
author of this paper is directing the latter project. Both the evaluations
and the programs are funded by LEAA.

5
Among the numerous publications concerning the work of the center are

David Fogel, Burt Galaway and Joe Hudson, "Restitution in Criminal Justice:
A Minnesota Experiment," Criminal Law Bulletin, Vol. 8, 1972, Joe Hudson and
Burt Galaway, "Undoing the Wrong," Social Work, Vol: 19, May, 1974, and .3oe
Heinz, Burt Galaway and Joe Hudson, "Restitution sr Parole: A Follow-Up Study
of Adult Offenders,' Social Service Review, Mapch, 1976, pp. 148-156.
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Herbert Edelhertz, RestitutiVe Justice: A General Survey and Analysis,

Law and Justice Study Center, Battelle Human Affairs Research Centers, Seattle,
Wash., January, 1975; The American Institutes of Research, "A Preliminary
Survey of JUVenile Justice Restitution Programs," June, 1976, and Joe Hudson,
Burt Galaway and Steven L. Chesney, "When Criminals Repay Their Victims: A
Survey of Restitution Programs," Judicature, Vol. 60, No. 7, February, 1977.

7Edelhertz, Restitutive Justice, p. 49.
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Hudson, et al.,'"When Criminals...," p. 314.
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10
Chesney, "An Assessment...,"
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Joe Hudson, Burt Galaway, and Steven L. Chesney; "Restitutive Sanctions

--Some Critical Considerations," undaLe mimeo.

12
Methodologists advance this procedure as the one most.likely to ensure

optimal representativeness. See, for example, E. Terrence Jones, Conducting
Political Research. New York: Harper and }tow, p. 66.

A*

4

Tne .ist was made available by Dean Lou McHardy of the National Council
met Judges, whose cooperation was'gregtly appreciated.

14
This definition was suggested by Burt Galaway, "Restitution as an Inte-

grative Punishment," paper prepared for the symposium on Crime and Punishment:
Restitution, Retribution and Law, Center for Libertarian Studies, Harvard Law
School, March, 1977.

1 SMailed surveys suffer from non-response bias to a greater extent than
most other types of surveying efforts. The problem, for this study, is that
if non-respondents tended to be courts that are less likely to use restitution,
then the estimates concerning the proportion of courts which do not use it
would be biased. In order to test for non-response bias, we assumed that the
interviews obtained over the telephone would not have been obtained without
the telephone follow-up and:furthermore, that the interviews which were never
obtained were similar to the telephone interviews rather than to the original
sample which mailed the questionnaire back to us. The analysis indicates that
courts which did not respond pTobably do not differ from those that participated
in the survey. The data show that 86 percent of the total sample use restitu-
tion and 88 percent of the telephone sample use restitution.

16
American Institutes for Researdh, "Preliminary Survey...."

17
Chesney, "An Assessment...,' p. 168; p. 162.

18
Ibid., p. 168.

1 9 Hudson, et al., "When Criminals...," p. 316:

1

e,

20
The proposals leadin to the establishment of victims' assistance pro-

grams in Las Vegas and Rapi City both cited this goal, This theory also is
propounded in a pending pro sal for r establishment of a restitution pro-
gram in Milwaukee County, Wisc.

.

21
Paul Nejelski states that diversion takes place at every stage in the

jdvenile justice system and is practiced by virtually every official in the
system. See Nejelski, ".Diversion: The Promise and the Danger," Crime and
Delinquency, Vol. 22, October, 1966, pp.-393-410.
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Laster, "Criminal Restitution...," p. 85.

23American Institutes for Research, "A Preliminary Survey...."

24
Edelhertz, "Legal eihd Operational Issues...," pp. 59-60.1 EdeltIAFtz'

memory failed him on this point. In an earlier paper, which he citeen this
article, he identified and discussed two programs designed for victim-assist-
ance. See Edelhertz, Restitutive Justice.:.,, p. 48.
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iINTRODUCITION

-

.

`Policy e)qNctation-s-_L criminal,justice often are imperfectly realized

. a
or net realized at ell, The high expettations held out for each new genera-

tion of social reformwhether:in criminal justicr or in other human services

fields - -all too often are replaced eventually by an awareness that the'reform

failed..zo'achieve its intended goals. In some instances, it appears as if

the reform may even pave been detrimental to the clientele who were to have

benefitted.

Although social policies can fail for many digerent reasons, there are

two primary explanations for failure that immediately come to mind. One of

these, most commonly put forth by practitioners and program adva4tes,lis

that there were inadequate resources committed to the operation of the pio-
:

gram. .Failure tq meet policy expectations, then, is ngit believed to be .due

to a poorly conceived program strategy,"but to the lack of commitment by

political eaders and a lack of resources. C

A second commonly designated explanation for policy failure, more often

cited by researchers and evaluators, is that the theory or rationale under-

,lying the program was incorrect. Thus, projects based on inaccurate or
-a

irrelevant theories would fa41 to meet-policy expectations,no matter how

strong the investment ofrresouices might be.

`.

,-.!

The enormouiinUmber of great society programs produced in the 1960s,
- . , , 'r

and the magnitude of theirepresued failure to alter the ,problems they were

intended to salve, prompted considerable rethinking of what had gone wrong.
,

lMaims that there were toe
,

few resourcesspread too thin- -were juxtaposed,

.

against claim, s,?hat social science and behavioral theories were top poorly

developer/1 tm4roduce viable and effective programs. Similartypes of
111 .

e

e,

C

o

,-

r
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arguments could be;ide about prOgiams spUsoreo by the Law rcement

Assistance Administration. One could argue thatEAA has failed to bring

- about Significant changes in the criminal justice,sYstem And in the crime

rate because its resources Constitute only a small prOportion of the dollars

.spent by states and local areas on criminal justice programs. Others, of

cour4e, have argued that the theories of crime and delinquency are inadequate,

to produce viable crime reduction or crime prevention programs.

The rethinking promptel by policy failures of the past yeais has produced

still a third major explanation which currently is gaining adherence from

hOth the research and practitioner Communities. This approach suggests that

the program models are appropriate and are based on adequate theories, but

that failures. to implement them so that they reflect the underlying concepts

have contributed in a substantial way to the failure of at least sope public

policies. Walter Williams. one of the editors of Social Program implementation,.

says,:

The greatest difficulty in devising better social programs is not
determining what are-remonable policies on paper, but finding
the means for converting- eke policies into viable field opera-

,

tions that correspond reasonably well to original intentions.2
o

Malcolm Klein, a long-recognized scholar of the juvenile justice system,

says that neither diVersion' nor de-institutionalization hasteen adequately

4.

tested--in spite of the millions of dollars the federal governmenthas in-

vested in those programs and their evaluation--because neither program has
* '

been adequately implemented. Klein's words:,

Lt is the basic contention of this chapter that juvenile diversion
and de- institutionalization, two major reform movements` in juve-
nile justice, have seldom in fact been implemented,. This failure
of implementation has occurred for'both diversion and deinstitu-
tiona zation despite their impressive pedigrees, the powerful
then tical rationales which underlay them. and the strength of
the ocial and political movements to which they are a response.'
This failure in implementation has been characterized by programs
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being located where they were not needed,in ways that effects
could not be objectively assessed, or in Ways that have not
properly operationalizel the basic tenets of diversion and
deinstitutionalization.

During thp past.year, we have been the co-directors of the national

evaluation of a major federal initiative in restitution programming. Most

of the programs funded as part of that initiative have been implemented in

the previous six months and we are in the very early phases of the national
1

evaluation of thecor Many aspects of the national evaluation are reported

elsewhere in this volume, but the purposes of this paper are two-fold:
0

firit, to report on certain aspects df the implementation of the juvenile

restitution initiative and, second, to examine (albeit in a rather speculative
P

manner) the factors that seem to have contributed to the degree of difficulty

experienced by the projects in implementing different aspects of the restitution

programs.
4

The Juvenile Restitution Initiative

In February, 1978, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention (OJJDP) began soliciting proposals for a major initiative entitled

"Restitution by Juvenile Offenders: An Alternative to Incarceration.: The

policy expectations held out for this program include:S

1. A reduction in the number of youth incarcerated.

2. A reduction in recidivism of those youth involved in restitution

programs.

, 3. Provision for some redress or

reasonable valuevalue of the damage or loss

offenses.

4. Increased knowledge about the

niles in terns of cost effectiveness,

satisfaction with regard to the

suffered bypictims of juvenile

feasibility of restitution for Juve-
,,

impact on differing categories of

11>
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youthful offenders, and the juvenile'3ustice process.

5. An Increased sense of responsibility and accountability on the part

of youthful offenders for their behavior:

6. Greater community confidehce in the juvnile justice process.

In addition to these policy expectations, it has become quite clear

_that-off-i-aaals--from-Oddlits-nreint preven zng- in-unanticipated--

4negativelt6Seguences from occurring. At both-the first and second post-

award conferences, officials of. the funding agency emphasized that projects

should make every effort to avoid "widening the net" and to avoid any type

of social'class bias. Within the cdhtext of thiiinitiative,,"widening the

net" refers to a process in whiCh youths who would have, been diverted are,

instead, processed on through the adjudication hearings, in order to make them

-eligible for the restitution program. The avoidance of social class bias was

of particular concern to the federal agency because--if the initiative were

used as an 4ternative to incarceration and if a social clasS bias existed- -

charges would be made that theinitiative was permitting middle class offenders

to "buy their way" out of institutions.

Research Questions

The research reported in this paper is based,on preliminary information,

about the implementation of projects funded as paTt of the 1978 OJJDP ini- .

tiative. Of the many issues that could be covered in an examination of pro-

gram implementation, the one to be given major attention here might be called

'"program integrity."-

From a broad perspective, program integrity refers to whether the opera-

tions of t))e local projects are sufficiently consistent wit*, the intent of

the federal initiative that it is reasonable to expect the broader-range

goals of the initiative to be accomplished.6

23G
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More specifically, the analysis will focus on the following questions:

1. To what extent are the project components and operations consistent

with the theory linking restitution to improvement in juvenile behavior

(e.g., reduced recidivism)?

2. To,what extent are the project components and operations consistent

with those one would expect are needed in order to increase victim satisfaction

with the juvenile justice system?

3. Dothe clients of the restitution projects meet the criteria for

the target population-, as specified in the 0.7JDP guidelines for.the initiative?

°This questiop is of particular concern because of the emphasis placed on

reducing incarceration rates of juvenijes throng e use of restitution as

an altelnative to incarceration. The success of the initiative in reducing

3 fit-

incarceration almost certainly depends on projects receiving referrals who

otherwise would have been,incarcerated.

Data and Method

Data for the analysis are from the Management Information System that

we established in each of the 85 sites as part of the nat oval evaluation

effort. Data from each site, on each intake and clos , are forwardeqto

the Institute of Policy Anelysis on a regular basis? Additional information

about the characteristics of the projects, has been obtained from a content

analysis of the grant applications and from the "Characteristics of Projects"

.

surveys 'Mese surveys are conducted by IPA evaluation specialists either

by mail or telephone with project personnel.
. 6

,

The first grant awards were made in September, 1978, and some projects

began intake during the last few months of that year. Most projects, however,

did not begin accepting referrals until 1979. Data used In this paper include

referrals to the projects through the end of.July, 1979. At that time, there
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were 55 projects reporting data to the national evaluators at the Institute

of Policy Malysis. A total of 3,403 referrals had been made and form

basis for most of the analysis in this paper. It should.be emphasized that

these cases represent about '20 percent of the number expected at the end of

the first full year after intake. Thus,,the results of the study reported

here phouldbe viewed as a preliminary indication of the extent to which

the projects have been implemented in a manner consistent with the intent

, 'of the initiative.

4,
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PRELIMINARY RESULTS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION STUDY

Program Rationale

The rationale and theory which links restitution to an Improvement in

the behavior of juvenile qffenders has been discussed elsewhere and will only

be reviewed briefly here-
9

It is usually believed that the process of "making

restitution" should increase the youth's sense of accountability and respon-

sibility. This, in turn, is expected to promote the moral development of

the juvenile and to encourage la;-abiding behavior. The exact mechanisms

through which 'the process of "making restitution" operates to achieve these-
,

expected results are, of course, not known. One could speculate, however,

that youths who pay restitution are more aware of the human consequences of

their Rffenses than are youths who do not pay restitution. Thus, they would

be more cognizant Of the full costs of delinquent behaviorincluding the

nonetaty and paychiccolts to victims- -and for thil reason would be less

likely to commit delinquent acts in the future. In addition, it has been

proposed that paying restitution gives the youthful offender a feeling of

accomplishment which could improve his or her self image. The negative

effects of contact with the juvenile justice system perhaps would be minimized

through restitution disiositions in comparison with most other dispositions

aue'to the positive sense of accomplishment for youths who successfully meet

the'restituiion requirements:

The process of making restitution, per se, would not be associated

necessarily with either the deterrent or labelling theories of delinquency.

Nevertheless, restitution dispositions could indirectly influence subsequent

delinquent behavior (according to labelling.theory) if it shortened or

lengthened the )uvemile's contact with the.system. Statements in the OJJDP

guidelines clearly indicate that the federal officials wanted to shorten

,

2 3 9
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contact with the system.

The rationalehlinking restitution to an improvement in victim satisfaction

with the juvenile justice system is rather straightforward: victims who
ti

receive some redress for the offense are more likely to be satisfied with

the way the system handled the case than are victims who do not. Furthermore,
"T.

it is quite possible that the degree
of satisfaction realized by victims

depends not only on monetary
repayment,, but on other services and/or infor-

mation received from the project.

One of the most important objectives
of the initiative.is to reduce the

incarceration rates of juvenile offenders. The process through which the

federally funded projects are expected to accomplish this goal is by using ,

restitution as an alternative disposition
for juveniles who otherwise would

have been incarcerated. Thus, it is critically important that the projects

maintain compliance with both the letter and the spirit of the guipline

statements concerning the target population of the initiative.

Types of Restitution

Three types of restitution generally are recognized as being consistent

with the theories which suggest that restitution will inciease a youth'se.

sense of responsibility and accountability, reduce recidivism, and have other

positive effects on the be4avior of a young offender. These types are:

I. Direct victim service. (The 9buth works-for the victim.)

2.--Mailetery.erestitution. (The,youthjmys the victim, directly, or pays

the project /court whO,thenpayS the victim.)

3. eommunityservice. (Unpaid work for a public or non-profiSsageney;
0

of beriefit to tice community.)

Of these three types, the most popular with theoreticians probably is.

".directVictim service becauseit more explicattly holds the youths accountable

a

4 04 ,±
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and, presumably, would more vividly portray to the youth the human consequences

of the offense that was committed.

Through' the end of July. 1979, the projects funded by the initiative,

had implemented the various types of restil:Lon in ways seemingly quite

consistent with the rationale underlying restitution programs: 65 percent

of the cases had monetary restitution orders or monetary and community service

orders; 40 percent of the referrals had community service orders but less

than one percent had,victim service orders.
o

The information in Table 1 includes the proportion of referrals involved

'"in each of the major types of restitution components, the amount of restitution

ordered, and tile average amounts per case. Some of the possible reason for

the low inci ce of victim service restitution will be examined later in

the paper.

A few referrals to the projects have been involved exclusively in "non-

restitution" components of the projects. Although all of the'projects funded .

as part of the initiative have restitution components,, some of them also

6
provide other services to the offenders. Less than one percent of the

a
referrals have been involved solely in the non-restitution parts of the

programs. In addition to these, however, about five percent of the total

cased have not been ordered to,pay,any restitution at all but instead have

court requirements to pay fines or court costs (or in some instances, fees

for publically provided attorneys). The number of referrals for 'whom no

restitution had been orderedyho_were required to pay court costs and fees--
.

rather than restitutionhas declinedtdramatically over the months since the

initiative began (see Figure 1), and information from the projects indicates

that they are making efforts to amgili or refuse these referrals.

4
Fifteen percent of the referralS during the first three months of the.

initiative (December through February) were not paying restitution or doing

' 79-489 0-81--N16
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TABLE 1

TYPES AND AMOUNTS OF RESTITUTIOLI ORDERED!.

TYPE OF
RESTITUTION PLANS

'

NUMBER' PERCENT
AMOUNT OF

RESTITUTION` ORDERED
NUMBER

OF PLANS TOTAL
AVERAGE
PER CASE

monetary

Monetary and
Community Service

Monetary and
Victim Service

Community Service

Community and
Victim Service

'Victim Service

Court Costs '
end/or Fines
--._

TOTAL

1,785

373

18

964

5

t 15

159 .,

54%

11%

--

29%

--

_-

5%

Monetary Restitution

Community Service.
Hours

Victim Service
Hours

- o

...

..,

2,176

1,342

38

.

..; $513.100

$ 65,294 *1

`-
:$ 1,119

,

.

.

-

$236

- $ 49

$ 2§

.!.

%

r

t

3,319 100%

Entries in the table reflect information on project referral! through July'31, 1979 received by the
,national evaluators at the Institute of Policy Analysis as of September 10, 1979.

0
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FIGURE 1

4r
CHANCE IN PROPORTION OF REFERRALS INVOLVED

EXCLUSIVELY IN "NON - RESTITUTION" COMPONENTS OF THE PROJECTS1
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1
The actual percentages, beginning with December, are: 13, 18, 12, 5, 2,
.5,1, 2.

A.

213-



/.
240

12

service worknUt instead were paying fines, paying court costs, or receiving

other (non-restitution) serWices. By July, 1979 however, only two percent

of the referrals were in this category. Figure 1 shows the downward trend

and givets the actual percentages in the footnote.

Types of Victims

Some of the earlkest experiences with victim assistance programs--and

with restitution components of these--indicated that more victims than

expected were institutional victims (such as stores, businesses, insurance

companies, etc.). 74e preponderence of these victims quickly destroyed the,

1 .lazed image of a youthful offender having'a meaningful encounter with a

highly thetic victim and being "reformed" by the realization that victims

are people, too. It is reasonable to expect that the process of making

restitution is more likely to Improve the youth's behavior if the victim is

a.privatecitizen rather than a company lawyer, insurance representative, or

store detective.

---
Information frowthe projects shows that 66 percent of the incidents

referred to the projects had individual victims (or "households" for burglary

and vandalism offenses); s. 30 percent had sio es or businesses as victims; 13

percent had schools or public property as victims. Less than one percent

of all victims have been Insurance companies. There his been no noticeable

change in the types of victims since the Initiative began.

Source of Funds f.'
I

% A
One of the issues discussed during4he development of the federal guide-

lines for the initiative was whetheethe Projects should be required to Pro-

hibit payment of restitution by the parents. No provision of this type was
4

N,
included in the guidelines for a,v'ariety of,different reasons;, but the

=.

Int

2
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possibility that parents would pay the restitution remained a major concern

o6 the federal officials. Payment by parents, of course, could thwart the.

impact of restitution on the youth's behavior since it wouldundermaneithe

accountabilitylresporisibility aspects of paying restitution and detract from

the, punishment aspects of restitution.

Of the total dollars paid in restitution throu§h the end of July, 88

peicent of it has been provided by the youth, 11 percent from parents, and

one perce t from other sources. TheaTiformation Table---2---fflows-AiFfhe-
.

propor(io paid by parents was rather high the first two months of the

initiativ but has declined to a much lower level during the more recent

months. me of the projects that have experienced instance! of parents,

paying theirestitution have accepted the referral and sought to insure that

the youth repay the payment. The extent to which this technique has been c\
,L

effective is not known at this time.
%

In order to avoid a social class bias in spe;ect clientele, the federal

gUidelines did not prohibit projects from suSsidizingpmployment of the

juveniles. (A prohibition against use of grant funds for employment subsidy

was included in an early version of the guidelines but'later was excluded.)

TwolShirds of the projects funded by OJJDP have at least some dollars set

aside for employmeiet subsidies. By the end of July, s70,314 had been paid
4

in subsidized funds. Approximately 24 percent of the subsidies is kept by

the jugyle for.the i:yorklperformed, and 76 percent is paid to the victim

as restitution. At this time; 80 percent of the funds earned by the Qouths

has been from subsidized Sas.f .

-Although one might argue that subsidized restitution is not consistent

with the philosophy and _intent of the program, we do not think this is the

major issue": In the projects that provide employment subsidies, the youth

0

`



TABU! 2. SOURCE Or NCNETARY RESTITZTICN raR CLOSED RESTITUTION CASES1

JP

moNEPANY RESTiTUTION t....12491193 DEC JAM t, HAWN

,_,.

APRIL "" $00

-

JUNE . JULY

,
CASES CLOSED
AS UT JULY 31

MOUNT Of rermor RErrxryaloR !77.1aR

'78V

01.127

36*

32.174

53%

52.745

96%

56.659'38.5

94%

;0

8/4

si5.r7o

90%

$20,858,

86%

$29,006

969

$99.396

88.0%
% fro:. youth. ,

% h
:

a:. pr.nt
. S

16% 65% 47% 2%
,

5%. 11% 9% 144 4% 10.7%,.._

% from other
lo 0 o 0 0 o 1

A
. ,

o% ' o% * 1.7%-
TOTAL

1.
100% 1001 100% '100% 99% 100% 100% 100%, 100%

r
100%

Rowe or ratitus naRrnmv RESTITUTION 4
w
551 26%

.1

0 s%

.

15% 26% 24% , 24% 12%

_ _

.
22%

, trove ..9loy...nt found by youth.

% from e.ployo.nt found by proj.ct ,

1...
45%

-
711 37%

4.-

941 A7% T,4 .Tie- - 6)% 06% 74%

% do.. sewing* or othar sources 2% . 11 13% . 1% 1% 2) 1% 111 2% 4%

TOTALS 100% 1001 100% 1001

,-

1001 loo1 loo1 zoo. loo.'
'.

1491

Tho reported sornIngs ohOwn In tho lower portICO of Oh. table include project Sobsidits and any dollar. .rned ld addition to
the subsidised counts. that wero known totho project.
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works in a work detail, public agency, or private place of employment gt the

srfnimum wage. The wages are paid from project funds either to the youth

directly (in the case of work details) or to the public/private agency who

pays -then youth t?e wages. The_restituiion payments, then, are madO by the 4

youth from6income earned through legitimate employment. Many victims undoubtedly .

',qve totally unaware that, their restitution payments are from federal funds:
- %

-

and even those who know the source of the money probably are not concerned

abobt it.' Thus, from the offender and_victim point of view, subsidized 0

restitution is not substantially different from any other type of mondtary.

restitution and should qualify as "true" restitution. 0

The critical issue is that.the operation-Of the projects, and the

characteristics of their clients, may change substantiAlly when the subsidized

funds are exhausted. The restitution programs that are continued after ,
3

,,the federal grant ends may not represent the concept and theory of restitu-

tion to the same degree that they do at this time, and the feallt% of social

'class bias might be more justified.

Contact with the Court

_One of the issues that almost always arises when discussing restitution

programming pertains to its impact on the other dispositions used by the

juvenile and its consequences in relation to the 'total amount of time a

juvenile Spends within the jurisdiction of the court.

Of the 85 projectt funded by the initiative, only two permit the use of

14
restitution as a sole sanction (Oklahoma County, OK and Jefferson County, KY).

In all of the other projects, restitution requirements are one of several

conditions .of probation and, in this respect, constitute-an "add on".tothe
, -

probationary requirements.

r',
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Those who believe that a more lengthy contact with the,4stem increases

the negative labelling'of the youth and, therefore, the likelihood of

recidivism are particularly cOncerned'about tha cons of restitution

requirements on the termination of probation. Of the pro)ects in the initia-

tive, 38 percent indicated in their grant applications that probation auto-
?

16

matically would be reviewed or ended when the restitution requirements'were

-Complete, and 13 percent said that completion of restitution would have no

effect on the probationary term. The other _pro)ects indicated that the 0

procedures conderning termination of probation would vary from onecase to

another or did not yet have a Pnicy,developed on this point.

By the ehd of July, 1979, there were 1;320,3uveniles whose cases had

been'termingted by the restitution projects. Of these, 35 percent were no

longer under the parisdiction of the court, and 15 percent had a court hearing
4

scheduled to review the case and possibly terminate the youth's cpntact with

the Court. The 'remaining youths were still on probation and no review

hearing had been scheduleA.

Completion of Restitution Orders

There have been many "pars" expressed at one y.me or another about the

viability of restitution pro)ects in the juvenile count setting. Among the

more common concerns are whetINZpe youths w41 comply with the restitution

rewrements, whether restitution orders will be "ad)usted" by probation into

non-existence, and whether the total work load on the court might be increased
r

due to hearings about noncompliance and/or subsequent offdnses while the

juveniles are :Under the 3cilsdiction Of the restitutionrpro)ect.

/e evidence shown in Table 3 indicates that most,of the original

restitution requirements are being met in full (82 percent), and a few are

being ad)usted fusUally downward) prior to clOsure as "successful; cases,

' , 14
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TABLE 3. COMPLETION OF ORIGINAL RESTITUTION REQUIREMENTS
Or

CLOSURE INFORM/07'10N F. TRANSFERS DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JUL?
ALItCASES CLOSED

AS OF JULY 31

REASON FOR CLOSURE (1 of cases) 186 10 26 46 93 134,, 183 320 332 1,330

% closed with full compliance 72% 60% 92% 83% 81% 84% 82% 83% 84% .81.6%

% closed with idjustments 7% 20% 4% 4% 3% 2% 3% 1744h 5% 4.3%

Other reasons for closures:'

S ineligible

.

3% 0 0
.;

2%
..,

12%. 4% 3% 3% 1% 3.1%

% never placed ' 1%
.

0 0 0 1% 2% 1%
-

0% 0% 0.5%

% lost positions 1% 9 0 0 0 0 1% 0% 1% 0.5%

% unsuccessful in meetings
restitution requirements

5% 0 4% 0 0 2% ., 4% 2% 2% 2.5%

% Youths refused to participate 1% 10% 0 to. 7% 0 3% 2% 0% 1% 1.1%

% closed due to subsequent

offense t

.

2% 10% 0 2% it 0 1% 1% 1% 1.1%

.

S closed because youths
committed to secure facility

1% 0 0 0 0 0 2% 3% 0% 1.0%

% other
s..

. 7t 0 0 2% 2t 3%
-

I% 5% 5% 4.31

TOTALS . 100 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

PROPORTION OF ORIGINAL ORDERS
COMPLETED

% of dollarsitaid
.

74% 83% 100% 86% 69% 87% 79% 82% 79% 79%.

% of community service hours Worked 85% 95% 68% 100% 80% 46% 69% 87% 78% 78% .1

1 of Victim service hours worked -- -- -- 100% 100% 0% 100% 54% i00% 72%

2/19
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(f percent). Of the remaining 14 percent of the cases, three percent

were determined to be ineligible after initial
intake, screening) documentation

of loss, and other similar functions
were performed by the project, and four

0
percent were closed due to miscellaneous reasons that should not be considered

"failures"--such as the youth moved away. Thus, of the cases closed through

July, about seven percent have been terminated due to non-compliance with the

restitution requirements. 0

1e- contact with the juvenile court for non - compliance with the restitu-

tion orders or for subsequent offenses is quite low at this time. For cases

closed by the end of July, 1979, four
percent had been referred back to the

court for noncbmpliance with the restitution orders, and eight percent of

the youths had cone into contact with the court on a subsequent delinquent

offense.

Services to victims

The project components that one would expect to pon;ribute to the

degree of victim satisfaction--in addition
to the actual payment of restitu-

..

tion--include mediation/arbitration sessions, property return, victim advo-

cacy, counselling, and so on. In general, these types of,project elements

are much less evident than are those designed
to enhance tilWimpact of

restitution on the Offender.
For example, only about one-third of the

projects planned to implement mediation
or arbitration sessions, and some

have dropped this component. Only nine percent of the cases have involved

face-to-face negotiation between offenders and victims. Less,thad one-fourth

of the projects intended to include victim sex-I/ices such as property return,

-advocacy, counselling, and the early evidence is that these aspects of the

prograns have not been emphasized muchat all. At the individual level, the

data-shoW that 67 percent of the victims have been sent a letter requesting

2o0
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information about victim loss or explaining the restitution project, and 39

percent of the victims have been contacted personally (either by telephone
o

or in person) by project representatives.

On the brighter side (from the victim's perspective), the data show

that juvenile courts have ordered $513,000 in monetary restitution to be

paid by project referl'als. And, as mentioned before, almost $100,000 in

restitution has been paid by juveniles whose cases have already been closed.

This represents about $0 percent 4 the total dollar amounts ordered in the

cases that have been finished at this time.

Target Population

Many7-perhaps most--federally sponsored service delivery programs have

trouble with the definitions of "target population" and have difficulty In

obtaining compliance with the definition. The Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention certainly4has had its share of problems in enforcing

the target population specifications for its initiatives, and the juvenile

restitution One has been no exCeption.10

Two issues dominated the discussion about target population. The first

of the was whether the restitution projects could be used as a diversion

from formalized adjudication. That issue was debated extensively prior to

the issuing of the guidelines and was discussed throughout the application

phase of the initiative. The non-adjudication issue was settled prior to the

submissiori of the final applications. prospeCtva,applicantg were told that

no pre-adjudicated cases were eligible. Furthermore, specific afinitions

of "adjudication" were provided by OJJDP, and in a number of instances the

practices og juvenile. courts were reviewed extensively to determine whether

certain procedures net the definition of "adjudication" that had been adopted

by the agency. At thisejuncture, it appears as if the efforts to insure
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that only adjudicated' youths be referred to the projecirs have been quite

successful. The data received from the projects indicates that only a.handful

of non-adjudicated youths were hapdled by the projects,, and those were in the

very early months of the initiative.

The second issue was that the initiative wasibilled as "an alternative

to incarceration." The program guidelines, however, do not define this term,

and ever though project personnel questioned OJJDP officials about the defi-

nition of the phrase, no Officially promulgated definitioh was forthcaling

prick to the submission of final applications. g rather simple definition

(youths who could, legally, be incarcerated) was not considered a good choice

by OJJDP officials because this would permit - -in some'jurasdictions at least- -

almost any juvenile to be Included in the initiative no matter how trivial

the offense might have been. The agency preferred that the target.population

consist of youths who would have been incarcerated if.not referred to the

restitution project, but no guidelines were developed as to how project per-(

sonnel could_demonstrate that incarceration would have been the dispoSition

in the absence of the restitution pfoject. The target population is defined

rather broadly in the program announcement, without reference to the

"alternative to incarceration" issue:

The target population is youth who have committed misdemeanors
and/or felony offenses and are adjudicated delinquent as a result
of a formal fact-finding hearing or a counseled plea of guilty.
It is expected that projects will include juvenile offenders
with varying categories of misdemeanors and/or'felony offenses,
including property offenses and offenses against persons. This
excludes victimless crimes and the crime of non-negligent homocide.
Using data on the number of youth adjudicated in 1975 and 1976,
each hommuni y will define the target population by precise
criteria, an develop action projects which provide for restitution
by offenders, s described above.11

After the guidelines were issued, statements by OJJDP officials have

made it clear that projects must accept as'referrals juveniles who would have

2
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neer -n:arcerated unless referred t, toe project, but they have not insisted

tr,at all rroject cl_erts m'et sno a stringert standard.

As --t.--d ,reviously,,t-e :ono,r- in tr....s ;ape: Is that a major goal

f tn, -rcar_erat...,: rats--15 nJt-, li,,1V to be

r_- 14 40 CtS .70t', rao,e beer

.--Ar -r,t-. T-- _f aa sis ar-ro;riate for a stad, at

t, tre c-araoteristics of the referrals

in ord-r t: as.erta.- -n no 7.13ot nAve been incarcerated. The

ai-..prDafn .e ray, take% -, t, der-n, :ai_prDpriate" target' population as

one which cons-sts of "serious offenders," including (a) Juveniles without

exterosive friminal history but wnose referral offense is of a serious

natDre, eand or 't, cnronlf offenders ,hose referral offense as either a mas-

.demean_,r Dr felDny, Out tot necessar....y one that is especially serious.

:t would oe liffic.lt--perhape -mpossitle--to reach agreement on an exact

dIfinition of an "appropr.ate" referra cased exclusively on the seriousness

_ .

of tne cur rent offense and the pattern of prior delinquent behavior of a

yoat- Trerefo.td; five a,ternative standards have been developed, and the

r,sults of a;.pl;irg these to t:e referrals are shp,m in Figure 2.

Eacf Jlagram F.g.r;:c I snows t,e seriousness categories in the left-hand

margir and r's numb,r of prior and or concurrent offenses across the top.

spaded ar-as rE,tresent referrals toat oald be inapp?ooriate, using the

terla 71venbl, tnat 1:art-c-lar standard
6

the Datroories of eer-oisn,rs are defined as follows:

traff.: accidents or tickets, status offenses,
gamt.-np, ,t.rost-tut..on, and probation vlolataons.

fffenses Min.: ffn: not easily classified as property or
,erooal, S4:7 as dirorderl, conduct.

rror,.rt Arl Troiertl offense witr'loss/damage of $1C or less
r_rglar

0
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%INCOME 2. IMAGRWMMATIC pRtSENTTIOM OP FIVE ALTSRNATIVZ STAMDAPDS FOR Ascr.sszvc ITIE.APPROPAIATENZSS OF THE RIPERRALS1

1 SCRIMS OR REPEAT OFFENDERS

Serlou

Category
1 of

0

P

1

lore/Concurrent

2 3 4 S 6+

victimless ii 1.d lel
Minor Offenses

minor Propety.

Minor Perenl. /
moderate Prop.

Serious Prop.

very Ser. Prop.

Serious Perini.

very Ser, Pers.

.9I% of the ref rrrrrr meet this stonasrd

In each diegro, the shaded area indicates
ref rrrrrr that would not be appropriate,

_given the criteria used In that standard.

Unshaded arias repreetnt combinations of
erIousne of referral offenses and prior/

,

° coniUrrent often... that would be mppropriate
under the criteria specified by that perticuiss
standard The serlou rrrrr categories Ion the
left In each dlogron) are defined in Table 17
and are cross-referenced to OCR classification.
In Table 16:

Moss standorde are not being proposed for
adoption or for official use. The purpose ,of
the standard is to more accurately deecribe

the characteristics of the Copulation being
nerved by the initiative as of May 31. 1979.

3

II. SERIOUS OFFENDERS*

Seriouenes.
Category

1 of Prior /Oonaurrents

0 2 3 4 5 64

Victimle.. 1AlifgEZ020101
Minor Offense. 4619/11110rifirtga
Minor Proprty. ArilltareAra
Minor

' - ^ ;a relirAVAI__..._----PA
Modena. Prop.

Seriou,,,r0P.

Very Ser. Prop.

SerionsePersnl.

VerysSer Pars.

%St of the ref meet thle'sttnda d

IV. REPLAT OfTEROCRS*

SeriOusnes
Category

1 of

0

Priors

1 I

/ Concurrent

3 4 5 64

Vletliileii rhr ililiCfW. d.r."
Minor WW2.' 0
MinorProprty. V
Minor Persia.

Moderate Prop.
r

Serious Prep.

Very Ser. Prop. 0
Serious Persia. A
Very Ser. Pers. / i
'52% of the ref

'III. SEAICUS AND/OR REPEAT orrevovn

Seriousnes.
Category

1 of P

0 1

lore/Concurrent

2 2 4 1 S 5*

Vioti**1". le)%/1 //10%14;%(//e/

Minor Offen..a if y,FrMinor Prprty. /7.
Minor P ..... . h'..
Moderate Prop. I

Serious Prof,

Very Ser. Prop.
.

Siring. 1.

Very Ser. Pero.

75% of the is meet this stand.?

. V, amine .1. way svmovs orrowos

Seriouenees
Category

1 of Prior

0 1 2

/Conourrents

3 4 S 61.

Viotialess A I l4 b2
mlnor Off /,'/J//
Minor Pro PrPT. Aff I KIMOrgei

romozamr,
VegaKm.Umal

Ng

Minor Proni.
Moderate Prop.

Serious Prop.

rzzatnalmrim
ariF..hacmam=1:1% am

M-
meet th% ndaro , 31,

.4

meet this standard

-4
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Minor Personal: Resisting Or obstructing an officer, coercion, hazing,
other similar UCR Part II offenses.

Moderate Property: 'Burglaries with loss /damage of $10 or less and any
other type of property offense with loss/damage of $11 to $250.

Serious Property: Burglaries with loss/damage of $11 to $250 and any
other property offense with loss/damage greater than $250.

tVera Serious.9roperty: Burglaries with loss/damage of $250 or more.

Serious Personal. UnAmed robberies and non-aggravated assaults with
loss of $250 or less. ')'

Very Serious Personal. Unarmed robberies ana non-aggravated assaults
with losses exceeding $250 and all UCR Part I personal crimes including rape,
armed robbery, aggravated assault.

The first standard is the most lenient and most of the referrals to the

Initiative thus far wouldhave been eligible. This standard specifies that

zictimless offenses are not appropriate for referral to the projects and that
.

first offenders (i.e.,.zero priors/concurients) are not appropriate unless

thsimmediate, offense is at least at the "moderate property" seriousness

level or higher. Using these criteria, 91 percent of the referrals woulpil

'hay, been appropriate.

The second standard, called "serious offenders," simply specifies that

no youths whose immediate offense is less serious than the "moderate property"

category would be appropriate, regardless of the number of prior/concurrent

offenses. Thus, inappropriate referrals would include offenses such as

property crimes with a loss or damage of lesS than $10, disorderly conduct,

harassment, obscene language, thefts or larcenies of items 4alued at $10 or

less, and other similar types of minor offenses. If this standard were use

85 percent of the referrals to the initiative would be considered appropriate.

The third standard, "Serious and/or repeat offenders," contains even

more stringent drlAria that must be met by a referral in order to be con-

sidered appropriate:, As shown in Figure 2, first offenders (youths with

zero prior/concurrent offenses) would have to have committed offenses in the

or

4,
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serious property or higher Tange in order to be eligible for the project;

youths with only one prior/concurrent offense would be eligible only if tivir

,offense were in the "moderate property" rave or higher; and youths whose

offense was in one of the "minor" categories would have to show-three or

more prior/concurrent offenses in order to be considered appropriate referrals.

Victimless offenses. as in all of these standards, would not be eligible.

Using the "serious and/or tei)eat offender" standard, 75 percent of the ini-

tiative referrals would be eligible.

TWfourth standard.is one of the simplest yet most demanding. It

specifies that first offenders are not appropriate referrals, regardless of

the seriousness of the instant offense, and that victimless offenses are not

appropriate. "Using this standard, slightly more than half the referrals to

the initiative at this time would be considered appropriate.

The most stringent standard is the last: "chronic and very serious
1

offenders." As diagrammed in Figure 2, this standard not only prohibits

referral of first offenders and victimless
offenses, but it requires an ever-

increasing number of prior/concurrent offenses as the instant offense becomes'

less serious. Thus, youths whose immediate offense is in one of the minor

categories must have six or more prior/concurrents in order to be considered

appropriate under this.stAdard. If the Immediate offense is a moderate

property-level of seriousness, then the Youth must have three or more prior/

concurrents in order to be eligible. Using these criteria, approximately,

one-third o£ the referrals to the initiative 'would be considered appropriate.

Unfortunately,' there is no nation-wide information system from juvenile

courts that would permit us to estimate theprobability
of incarceration for

Pouveniles with each of the various combinations of "seriousness", of offense

and.number of prior/concurrent offenses.
Nevertheless,, this analysis indi-

:4
It
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cates that almost one-third of the referrals to the initiative meet the quite

stringent standards set forth In the last diagram of Figure 2, and only a

srtall proportion of the referrals are in the truly manor categories of offenses.

Thus, it is reasonable to believe that the projects are accepting youths who

would have been Incarcerated and, for the most part, are avoiding the accep-

tance of referrals for youths who -in many juvenile courts - -would have been

diverted rather than adjudicated. r ' w

79-489 0- 81 - -17

42

r

1
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DISCUSSION

The evidence presented in tbis paper suggests that restitution is a

concept that can be implemented within the juvenile court setting. The

theory of restitution--particularly the offender oriented concepts--appears

to be understood by and acceptaialle to the local juvenile justice agencies.

Local (restitution projects, funded by MID?, are operating at this time

'without any evidence that some of the major unintended consequences (and

fears) have occurred.

For example, judges are ordering restitution, at the post - adjudication

phase, for serious offenders. Probation officers are not ignoring the
-

requirements and/or adjusting the ordgrs downward thereby thwarting the

intent of the initiative. Parents are not paying the bulk of the restitution

dollars. Victims are not confined mainly to insurance companies, store

detectives, and company lawyers. The local areas are not spehding the

federal dollare on non-restitution "add-ons" to the projects. There are

J 26

'often potential negative consequences for which wellave no information at

this point..4We do not know whether there are social class biases in the

referrals, for example, and we do not know what will happen when the subsi-

dized work components end.

Although many aspects of the restitution projects (and the OJJDP gui4-

lines) were implemented without undue difficulty by most of the local areas,

other aspects presented considerable problems.

The victim - oriented concepts inherent in the philosophy of restitution

are not 'represented as well in'the'project components as are the offender-,

...ented concepts. We would suggest the following as potential reasons:

The initiative guidelines were from an offender-oriented agency

(0JJDF) ra eithan a victim-oriented agency.

A
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2. The guidelines did notiemphSsize the ctim orientation as much as

the offender orientation.

6 ^ 3. The application proces8 was a c etitive one.

/
/

e

27 .

4. The victim components Are exp nsive to operate.

;

5. Theencies.responding;to the OJJDP solicitation tendedto be those

which -- traditionally- -have been re involved with offenders than with victims.

Implementation of the gui 4.ne specifications on the target population

presented more problems than ny ether single'aspect of the initiative and

-.4
the reasons for this conta a nuriber ofrAmporent Lmplications for our under=

standing of the tion process, Among the posdible reasons for the

greater diffi lementatipn of the target population specifications

than of the specihca ions concerning the restitution components are the

following:

1. Degree of ical a reement. ,oTt seems that there
.

'is substantial ag eement :it both t e local and fedtal levels concerning the
1.006

types of program components-,that r present "restitution." On the Ether hand,

the use of 'rest tution at the pre- cbudicated phase for manor offenders (who

otherwise woua have been di:ea:1).7.1.4;111d represent a harsher response by

the system -- reflective perhaps of a "law and order" ideological stance. Use

of restitutio as an alternative to incarceration for serious offenders

represents A less harsh disposition -- reflective ok a less punitiZ,e ideological

stance. In eneral, restitution seems to be a concept that is supported by

- the liberal and conservative forces in juvenile justice, but these forces

may well di agree on who the appropriate target population is. It should beA , 4

pointed out that =DP is under considerable pressure from Congress to expend

its dollars on serious offenders ( ther than minor offenders) and to target

its resources in a way that avoids excessive expenditure of funds on white,

middle clads youths. Thus, the target population requirements were intended

-s-4-.A

4
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"ps insure that this initiative would benefit socially disadvantaged youths,

wbo have committed setious offenses and who would otherwise be incarcerated..

Localprisdictions may not be under this same kind of pressure nor'have the

same ideological stance as the federal officials. Thus, one would expect

greater disagreement on the target population than on the utility of resti-

.stcrtion as a''dispositional.Alternative.

2. Convergence of loca federal needs. Another potential explanation.

for the disagrekment about the targe population is based not on an'ideological

disagreement but simply on differences between the local and federal perceptions

of "At is needed. "Federal officials obviously wish to reduce the incarceration

of juvenile gi(enteri.,and,.from a federal perspective, there are a huge

number of incarcerated juveniles. from the perspective of any specific

juvenile codrt jurisdice0n, however, the number of youths incarcerated is

much smaller. In many instances, the nuMber is too stall tq justify a full-

fledged restitution program if the eligible population had to consist entirely.

of the "would have been" incireerated group.

.

3. Definition. measurement, evidence. Concepts that are clearly

defined and measurably undoubtedly are easier to implement in a manner con-

sistent with their intentn are concepts which defy definition or measure-

ment. The OJJDP guidelines provided clear and measurable definitions of

"restitution.' As mentioned previously. the ccrcept "adjudication was

clearly defined - -in legal terms--andques.tionable practices were reviewed

by 0.1.20? to determine whether or not they constituted "adjudication" for the

purpose of the guidelines.

In contrast, the meaning of "alternative to incarceration" was

clearly set forth in the guidelines,, and the relationship of this concept

to the target population was not sp411ed out. The subsequent definition-

offenders who would nave been incarcerated--is a behavioral rather-than legal

260"
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concept and is almost impossible to measure on a case-by-case basis. The

standard of evidence that'0,32DP eventually used consisted of a requirement

that each project demonstrate S percentage reduction in incarceration,

although this might seem to,be a reasonable solution to'the prOblem,tralped

researchers will recognize the extraordinary difficulty (or impossibility) '

of demonstrating rn a reliable and valid manner that a project reduced incar-

:c4d:., -pafticularly given the general absence,of adequate time series data

and/or comparison court jurisdictions. Furthermore, the evidence that this

aspect of the initiative had been implemented propezai'would not be forth-

,
.comung for two o \three years, whereas the evidence that offenders,haa been

adjudicated and were paying restitution (or doing community ,service or victim

service) t.iojild be available impediately as part of the national evaluation

information system`xxia case-by-case .

It seems reasonable to suggest that implementation of a4cona,concept is

hampered considerably by ambftlity indefinitions,'lack of specificity in

1,meas ement, and lack of immediacy in the measurement d feedback mechanisms.

it seeps- reasonable to believe that these factorscbecome particularly

cmportant when there Is -a lqck of ideological agreement between the federal

and local levels and /or when there is a difference ilttl?e perceptions of

//
what needs to be done.

In spite of the problems that have occurred with the definition of target

population, it seems as if the considerable verbal emphasis on the intent of

the initiative combined with regular reports from the national evaluation on

the seriousness of the offenders and offepses has resulted in a substantial

degree of coapliance with the intent of the initiative concerning the,appro-

prrate targh popula:to.on.''

261
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FOOTNOTES.

1. Although "implementation" is relatively new -as'a field of study.

there Are several worthy articles and books in this area, including; Walter

Williams and Richard F. Elmore, Social Program Implementation, Ne'w York:

Academic Press, Inc., 1976; Jeffrey L. Pressman and Aaron B. WildeVsky,

Implementation, Los Angeles- University of California Press, 1973; Eugene

Bardach, The Implementation Game- What Happens After a Bill Becomes a Law,

Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1977; L. R. Gunn, "Why is Implementation So

Difficult?", Management Services in.Government, vol. 33(4), November, 1978;

Donald S. Van Meter and Carl E. Van Horn, "The Policy Implementation Process,

A Conceptual Framework," Administration & Society, Vol. 6, 'No. 4, February,

1975; Richard F. Elmore, "Organization Models of Social Program Implementation,"

Public Policy, lie 26, No. 2, Spring, 1978; Paul Berman, "The Study of

30

Macro- and Micro-Implementation," Public Policy, Vol. 26c No. 2 Spring,

1978.

.

2. Williams, page xii.

3. Malcolm W. Klein,, "Deinstitutionalization
and Biversiot of Juvenile

Offen ers* X Litany of Impediments," p. 4. (To appear in Norval Morris and

1,.Mic Tonry (ed.1, Crime and Justice, 1978, University of Chicago Press,

,....,

.

.

1979.
,1Weele'

4. For additiodal information about the juvenile restitution initiative,

see Peter R. and Anne L. Schneider, "The Nalierrif Juvenil4estitution

Evaluation: Experimental Designs and Research Objectives," Instittke'of

Policy AnadySis, September, 1979.

t
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5. The expected results, dl the initiative and other information about

it can be found in the programannouncement, "Restitution by Juvenile

Offenders,' An Alternative to Incarceration," OJJDP, LEAAp U.S. Department

of Justice, Washington, DC, February 15, 1978.

6. Klein (see note 3) uses the, phrase "program integrity"'and defines

it as follows. "How welland directly do the program activities articulate

and flow from the rationale, how well satisfied are we that these

activities represent the' operational meaning of the ideas behind the program?"

(page 17)

7. Data from the MIS forms are report "Monthly Report of the

National Juvenile Restitution Evaluation Pro ect," Institute of Policy

Analysis. These reports began in March, 1979, and have been produced"

regularly since that time.

8. Information from the Characteristics of Projects Survey was reported

in Peter R. and Anne L. Schneider, "Implementation and Policy Issues in the

National Juvenile Restitution Initiative. A Six Month EvAluation Report," *

Institute of Policy Analysis, Eugene, Oregon, August, 1979.

9. See Peter R. and Anne L. Schneider,, "Continuation Proposal for the

National Evaluation of Juvenile Restitution Programs," September, 1978,

Institute of Policy gutlysis, Eugene, Oregon:

10. See Klein (note 3) for a discussion of target population problems

in the status offender and diversion initiatives of OJJDP. Also see Anne L.

Schneider, "Final Evaluation Report on the Spokaue Project to'DeinstitutiOnalize

Status Offenders,' Institute of Policy Analysis, August, 1978.

At'
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11. "Restitution by Juvenile Offenders,; p.

12. This discussion is a summary of material's presented in the six

month evaluation report,
"Implementation and Policy Issues...,' pp. 33-35.
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ABSTRACT

This report examines the rate at which juveniles referred to restitution*

projects successfully complete the court-ordered requirements. Based on data

from more than 7,000 youths who were admitted to and later terminated from

restitution projects, the rate of successful completion is estimated at 88

percent and forecast to continue at about that same level. The analysis

indicates that the youths most likely to successfully complete the restitution

requirements are those who are white, in school, have higher family incomes,

fewer prior offenses, and whose current offense is of a less serious nature.

In addition, youths whose restitution payments were qubsidized and those

with comparatively smaller orders were also more likely to complete. Finally,

offenders required to make restitution as a sole sanction, and who were not

placed on probation or given a suspended commitment, were more likely to
.

complete restitution successfully.
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INTRODUCTION

lnSeptember, 1978, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention issued its first grants for juvenile restitution programs Under

the federal initiative "Restitution by Juvenile Offenders: An Alternative

to Incarceration." As of April. 30, 1980, over 80 projects had become opera-

tional, handling a total of over 10,000. referrals of which about 7,000 had

been closed out by the projects. This report focuses on these 7,000 project

closures. The specific objectives of this report are:

1. To estimate the current rate of successful completion of juveniles

in the restitution initiative and to fvecast the final rate of successful

completion;

2. To examine the background characteristics of juveniles as predictors

of successful or Unsuccessful completion and tp assess who the high and low-

risk jw.;eniles might be for a restitution program; and

3. To assess preliminarily the effeFtiveness of certain program vari-

ables in generating greater successful completion rates.

ESTIMATING THE FINAi.SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATE FOR THE INITIATIVE

Successful'Completion Defined

Upon termination from restitution programs, information on each youth

is collected by IPA through the Management Information System (MIS) bn the

reasons for case closure. If e youth has completed all restitution within

allottedthe allotted time period anil has not violated any other parts of the resti-

tution order;.the project all indibate that the youth has been closed in

full compliance with the original restitution requirements. Such a case is

coded as a successful completion. Moreover, any case in which the youth

fully complied with an adjusted restitution orderi.e., one where modifi-

cations in the order were agreed to once the youth began making restit:

?C7
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would also bi*classified as a successful completion for the purposes of this

analysis. As of 'April 30, 1980, about 74 percent of all case closures were

closed in full compliance with their original restitution requirements, and

an additional five percent were closed in full compliance with an adjusted

restitution requirement.

Unsuccessful completions, on the other hand, are less easily defined,

.4maimarily because of differences across projects in restitution plan develop-

ment and implementation procedures. In the simplest case, a youth who failed

to complete the restitution requirements would be classified as an unsuccessful

completion. For example, a youth might have been dismissed from a job because

of consistent tardiness or unexcused absences; he or she would then be unable

to pay any further restitution and thus prevented from completing the resti-

tution requirements. In another instance, a youth might commit a subsequent

offense while in the restitution project which would be a violation of the

restitution order andlwould result in unsuccessful termination from the

project. This case would also be classified as an unsuccessful completion.

In some. instances, however, closed cases will be neither successful

nor unsuccessful completions. This occurs frequently when a youth is referred

to a restitution program prior to disposition for the purpose of the develop-

ment of a restitution plan. When a plan cannot be developed because, for

example, the victim could not be located in order to document the loss, such

-a case would be closed by the restitution project. The case would not,

however, be classified as an unsuccessful completion because no plan was
. -

ever developed for the youth to cpmpletek nor would it be classified as a

successful completion since no restitution plan was ever finished. For the

purposes of this analysis, cases closed because no restitution plan could

be developed will be classified as project- identified ineligiblet and will
,

be treated separatily from the successful. and unsuccessful cdmpletions. A

case is classified as-a project- identified ineligible only when the case is
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closed prior to the development and implementation of the restitution plan.

Cases closed after the plan is developed or after the youth begins the resti-

tution service are not included in the project-identafied,anefigibles:

Table 1 presents the distributions and types of successful completions,

unsuccessful completions, and project- identified ineligibles for all cases

closed through April 30, 1980. Of the ',002 closed cases, about 79.5 percent

were closed successfully, 10.7 percent were closed unsuccessfully, and 9.7

percent were project- Identified ineligibles. With project - identified

ineligibles removed from the data, the current rate of successful. complefion

in the initiative as 88.1 percent.

The Successful Completion Estimate

In order to estimate with reasonable confidence the final rate of '

successful completion for the initiative, we must determine whether open

cases differ from closed cases in any significant ways which might affect

the completion rates. Failing to take into account these differences (If

70
any exist) might produce a substantial ever'A - or underestimate of the final

successful completion rate for the initiative.

The method used in assessing these differences is a time-series model

where the previous 15 months of referrals and closures are examined on a

month-by-month basis (see Figure 1). The purpose is to assess, over time,

whether cases which are open at time point "A" affect the overall successful

completion rate when they finally close at time point "B."

Along the horizontal axis of Figure 1 is the minimum number of months
titto,

that a referral has been in the initiative. For month 1, all referrals

which have been an the initiatzve for one month or more (i.e., those'referred

on March 31, 1980 or earlier) are included. For month 2, all referrals

which have been_. -the initiative for two months or more are included, thus',

month 2 includes many of the cases which were included under mdhth

20,9
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TABIEO. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETIONS,
UNSUCCESSFUL OOKPLETIONS. AND PROJECT-IDENTIFIED INELIGIBLES

Number
Of Cases

Type of Completion Reason for Completion Percent
o

Successful Tull compliance with original requirements 74'1 ' 5,192Successful Full compliance with adjusted requirements 5.4 376

Unsuccessful Youth never had position 0.4 28Unsuccessful Youth lost position 1.0 68Unsuccessful Unsuccessful in meeting restitution requirements 3.2 226Lhsuccessful Youth ran away 0 0.6 41Unsuccessful Youth reoffended 1.2 82Unsuccessful Youth reoffended and was committed 0.7 51Unsuccessful Parent refused to sake restitution 0.1 4*Unsuccessful Youth quit prapgrnm 0.9 60Unsuccessful Youth committed op current offense 0.9 60Unsuccessful Terminated due to yobth's health 0.2 12'Unsuccessful Judge withdrew restitution requirements 0.4 26Unsuccessful Youth usable to pa t restitution 0.1, 10Unsuccessful Time in sears fa lity in lieu Of restitution 0.1 6Unsuccessful Youth paid fine in lieu of restitution
2Unsuccessful Restitution held in abeyaRce
1Unsuccessful Part of order completed independent of project 0.7 46Unsuccessful Youth's insurance paid restitution 0.1 6Unsuccessful Victim pursuing civil action 0.1 4Unsuccessful Youth no longer a juvenile. 0.1

Unsuccessful Terminated due to psychological problems *0.2 13Unsuccessful Youth's probation expired
1

Project Ineligibfel Inappropriate for project services 1.7. 119Project Ineligible No restitution ordered, no victim loss 1.3 163Project Ineligible Petition dismissed 0.9 61Project Ineligible Youth-not guilty 0.1 6Project Ineligible Victim could not be located 0.3 20Project Ineligible Not adjudicated 0 1 6Project Ineligible Youth committed to mental institution
2

Project Ineligible Youth refused to partiqipate 1 3 90
Project Ineligible Youth moved out of:54isdict.on

96
Project Ineligible Court officer withdreD referral

3
Projeg;' Ineligible Victim unwilling to document loss 0.8 56
Project Ineligible Youth committed on pending charge 0.4 28 .
Project Ineligible Judge denied restitution recommendation 0.2 16
Project Ineligible Youth's attorney refused restitution 0.1 9
Project Ineligible Parent denied youth's participation 3
Project Ineligible Youth and victim unable to reach agreement 2
Project Ineligible Victim dropped restitution order , 10 . *2

4
'Less than*0.1 percent.

1

A closed case is classified as a project- identified ineligible only whelv.tht case is
closed prior to the development. and implementation of the restitution. order. Cases,
closed Jos any reason after the restitution order is implemented are classified as either
surcesiful or unsuccessful completions.

,r
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ESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES FOR THE JUVENILE RESTITUTION INITIATIVE1
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1Based on the data available at this time, tho estimated successful completion rate (or the juvenile restitution
initiative (after all cases have actually closed) is expected to reach 88 Percent of the eligible cases. If
project-identified ineligibles are included in the total, the successful completion rate is expected to reach
About 81 percent of all referrals.
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(i.e., it includes all those which were referredon February 29, 1980 or

earlier). As one continues from month 3 through month 15, the number of

cases decreases as progressively fewer cases meet the "minimum number of

months in the initiative" standard.

Arong the vertical axis of Figure 1 is the proportion of cases which

were closed successfully (the solid line), closed successfully and unsuccess-s.

fully (the dashed line), and closed successfully and unsuccessfully including

project-identified ineligibles (the dotted line). The remaining cases (100

minus, the dotted line) is the proportion of cases open for any particular

minimum number of months.

The important point to keep in mind when reading Figure 1 is that many.

cases will shift from open to closed as one progresses along the horizohtal

axis, and that these shifts will allow us to estimate how previously open

cases affect the overall successful completiod'rate as they are finally

closed. Cases shift from open to closed once the laN4Fme from referral to

closure is within the minimum number of months in the initiative. The

examples below will serve to. illustrate how cases arjk,counted in Figure 1.

Case Referral Closure Referral to minimum Number of Months in the Initiative
# Date Date Closure a 1 2 - 3 4

2-15-80 3-30.80 45 days Open Closed Missing' Missing

1- 1-80 3-30-80 90 days Open Open Closed Missing

3 3-30-80 4-14-80 15 days Closed, Missing missing Missing

'Case $1 (above) was'referred on February 15: 1980 and closed 45 days

later. It was declared open.for month 1 because it was referred prior to

March 31; 1980 and d/d nOt close within 30 days. It was declared closed

for month 2 because it was referred prior to,February 29,, 1980 and it closed

within 60 days. It was declared missing for month Tand all other months

because it was not'referredkek.d1377b January 31. 1980 and therefore it had
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not been in the initiative for a minimum of three or more months.

Case $2 was referred on January 1, 1980 and closed 90'days later. It

was declared open-for months 1 and 2 because it was referred prior to'

March 31, 1980 and prior to February 29, 1980, and it ilid not close within

either 30 or 60 days. It was declared closed for month,3 because it was

referred prior to Jan,,ary 31, 1980 and it closed within 90 days. It was

'declared missing for months 4 through 15 bedause it was not referred prior

to December 31, 1979 and therefore had not been in the initiative` for a

minimum of four or more months.

o Lastly, case 03 was referred on March 30, 1980 and closed within 15

days. It was declared closed for month 1 because it was referred prior to

March 31, 1980, and,it closed within 30 days. It Was deAared missing for

month 2 and all following, months because It was not referred prior to

February 29, 1980 and had therefore not been in the initiative for a minimum

of two or more months.- _

The results of this,analysis suggest that as previously open cases are

closed, the ratio of successful complitiones to all closed cases for any _

particular 6adimum number of months remains very stable when project-
,

identified 14ttigibles are removed (Table 2). Across the 15 different time
o

points reported in Table 2 the ratio of successful completiOns'to successful

and unsuccessful completions (s u1 varies by only 2.6 percent., However,

if one includes project-identified iheligibles (s 1:+ pi) the range over

the 15 time periods increases to 11.6 percent, with-most of the differences

being accounted for in the first two months where project- identified

inelegibles comprise a larier share of all closed cases since eligibility

is usually determined early.

Based on the assumption of continued stability in the data when the

project-identified ineflgibles are removed, these data suggest that the final

successful completion rate for the initiative will be about 88 percent;

73
79-489 0-81-13
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TABLE 2. SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES
BY MINIMUM NUMBER 0P MONTHS IN THE INITIATIVE

Minimum Number
of Months in the
' Initiative S + U S + U + PI

3. 90.3% 72.6%

2
«
90.5% 77.1%

3 90.4% 80.1%

4 90.3% 81.3%

5 89.9% 81.8%

6 90.0% t6.4t
,

7 90.0% 82.7%

8- 89.9% 82.9%

9 89.8% 82.71'

10 89.7% 83.2%
, ..«,

11 ' 90.2% 83.8%

i..--
,

12 89.6% 83.4%

13 89.6% 83.5%

""----"-----."."--"-----------
14

y
87.9% 83.2%

15 87.9% 84.2%

S Successful Completions

1 01 Unsuccessful tompletiond.

PI Pro)ect-Identified Ineligibles

274



howpves, triebssibility of a lower final successful completion rite cannot

bd dismissed. Our data show a mild decline in the completion rate for

,

,months 14 and 15 when-pro)ect-identifie'd ineligibles are removed (Table 2).

_If this pattern of decline were to continue. or accelerate' throughout the

later months (months 16 to 30), the finer successful dompletion rate would

be lower than our forecast.

PREDICTORS OF StICCESSSUL COMPLETION

Through the Management Information 'System (MIS) background data are

collected ab intake ,on each youth wSo enters a restitution project. The

backgroUnd information collected include, age (at intake): race, sex, annual

household income,'school attendance, and number of prior delinquent offenSes.

Moreover, information is collected on the type of referral offense and its

seri,oUoness, the amount of documented victim loss, the type and amount, of

testiortimn ordered, and the type,of restitution employment arranged. These

background variables will first be examined in this, section with two purposes

ist,mind. First, to:describe the relationships between the background charac-

teristics of juvenile offendets and their successful completion of restitu-

tion ordets, and second, to assesCthe types of,offenders wflc are high and

.low-risk offenders for juvenile restitution programs.

Backgrounanharacteeistior and Successful Completion '

Table 3 presents the bivariate frequency distributions foethe rates of;

successful completion by background characteristics. Of these background

.charageristics, school attendance appears to be the POit,strongly related

tp successful complition. south wb6 were in school on a full-time basis at

the time of referral to .2, restitution project had about an 11 percent higher
'

successful completion rats thah youth who were not in school. Youth who

.

were in alternative schools, GED,programs, vocational schools, and secure

a

t,

2:5
, v0

4

a
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TABLE A., SUCCESSFULICOMPLETION RATES BY BACKGROUND CBARACTERISTICS

PERCENT
'CHARACTERTSTIC SUCCESSFUL

PERCENT

UNSUCCESSFUL TOTAL
' NUMBER
OF CASES

...s,

ass

14 amB younger
15

16

17 and older

' n. s.

89

87''

88
89

.

11

13

12

11

100

100

100
100

1,461
1,353
1,468
1,503

.1 . ...00 /

N..

Race
0

White 90 10 100 4,342Non-white

a <.001
y -.22

85 15 100 1,387

Income (Annual)

Less than $6.000 83 17 100 61156,000-$10,000 88 12 100 649
510,000-514,000 89 . 11 100 . 676
514,000-020.000 92 8 100 '607
Over 520,000

a < .001
y .20

92 8 100 796
,

School Attendance

Full-time 91 - 9 ' 100 4,247Not in school 80 20 100 1.111the ..

82 18 100 242
.

a < .001

ae. -.38

A

,. J

Total Number of Priors/Charges

0 m,, - 92 -,,,-p. 8 -5',.' I00, 2,743
1

r'

89 11 100 1,0922 87 13 100 6443 81 19 100 40%.7
*".. 4 81 19 100 2285

. 86 14 100' 159_6 and more 77 23 100 347
a < .001
y . -.29

(Continued)

2
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TABLE 3 SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS IContinuedl

CHARACTERISTIC
PERCENT

SUCCESSFUL
PERCENT'

'UNSUCCESSFUL TOTAL
NUMBER

6F CASES

Seriousness

VictiMless 92 8 100 180

Minor General 90 To. 100 98

Minor Property 90 10 100 755

Minor Personal 91 9 100 131

MOderate PrOperty 92 8 100 1,688

Serious PropErty 87 13 100 1,643 -' ;

Serious Personal 86, 14 100 208

Very Serious Property 82 18 100 879
Very Serious IDersoilal; 84 16 00 159

a < :0D1
y -.25

..
,

Sex

Male 87 13 100 5,525

Female '88 12 100 749

.

.4

/

. 277

. .
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facility schools had only a two percent better successful completion rate
than youth who were not in school.

The second most strongly related background characteristic to successful
completion is the total masher of prior delinquent- offenses and additional
delinquent charges at the time of referral. Here the completion rates
ranged from 92 percent for youth with no prio or additional charges to 77

epercent for youth with six or more priors/challis. Moreover, with the

it

exception of youths with five priors/charges, thepattern is one of reasonably
steady decline, with each additional prior/charge accounting, for about a two
percent reduction in the successful comi)letion "rate.

Offense seriousness,, which is estimated, by combining the type of
referral offense and the total' documented victim loss, is also moderately
related to successful completion, although the pattern is less clear. You I
who comitted victimless" offenses and moderate property offenses had. the_ . ,

^ 4highest rates of successful completion (92 percent), and-youth who coontittedL2
very serious property offenses had the lowest rates. Dichotomizing the
offense seriousness scale reveals that low seriousness offenses (Moderate

property and lower) had a successful completion rate -pf 41.3 percen whip
___high seriousness offenses (serious property and higher) had success ul coMf

pletion rates of 85.5 percent.

Race and family income of the offender are alto mildly -re?atet us
successful completion. Non-white offenders and low.ixccme OfferideS1- tend ,-. --..-. -

. ...to have lower successiul completiOn rates than whitebffemders and upper. e.._..... --.. .. .. .income offenders. The successful completion rates differ byfiy. percej-jt ,:::-.-.:

between white and non-white offenders, and by -nine percent between low insorsi

(lels than 56,000 annually, including thoseon,pithliC "Lssistarsce1,5nd. higher -. -' ._ ,,,.
. . _income (show! $20,0450) groups. Further analysis exaMiheokVie_relation'sh4p,:-

,.
,..<.between, race and successful ccopletibis after isptrofflin4 for incom,pan:1 ti .' ..

'...-.--.- °*- - - ,*. ....,3 offenders' total ntstber- of Vrior -sielinquor. of fenses and- addi-tion1.1
.., '.. 4- - ";,...: ' -- ' tr. ;., . . ....1 '_.' " : !"..-- e .4- . , e. ..

. ...,7. -. .. .! Aka '......,
; .. ,... .....1.:-__ . .:-.:.

.
. - . . ,

.

.
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delinquent charges. The partial gamma cOeffihient between race and com-

pletion status after controlling for annual income dropped slightly to -.15,

while after controlling for priors the gamma was -.19 between race an

successful completion. Thus, in neither instance did the patterns dis-

appear after controls were utilized, althpugh in one instance they did

diminish somewhat. It is clear that substantial additionalltnalysis is

necessary before conclusions can be drawn about RheZe relationships.

Specifically, project characteristics and the unequal proportion of non-
.

white referral§ coming from a small nurber of projects could possibly be

affecting these patterns.

Little or no difference was.revealed for age or sex of the offender and
., . ,

0 the rate of successful completion. ;Both the youngest and 10e oldest

offenders produced 89 percent successful completion razes, while males had

a one percent greater successful completion rate than females.

These patterns, 'taken in combination, suggest who the high and low-risk

offeiders might be for a juvenikt restitution program. The low-risk
4

offenders tend to be white, average or higher family income youth with no

prior.offenses who are in school on a-full-time basis and who have cormittid

. minor of modetOte seriousness offenses. High-risk offenders have a high

'weber of priors, are school dropouts, are non-white, low-ihcome ytth who

have committed high,seriousness offenses. While these characterizations are

perhaps expected, they d...si.eir.."gest some important program and policy implica-

.
. -

tions.- Xt the individual progtam level they suggest that project resources

r
might be.utilized best when they are disproportionately targeted toward the

high -iisk offenders. The low-risk offenders' completion rates are so high--

well over 947percent-ighat because of a "ceiling effect*vany additional

e project efforts directed toward-these youth could potentially produce only

461P 0=211 gain in the overall successful completion rate. High -risk offenders,

.o the other hand, have a successful completion rate of about ten percent

s., ,

Or- -1'

.

1

C5
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less than the low-r sk youth.;_ therefore, project resources directed at

these high-risk you cottr, potentially, yield greater benefit for youth.

,victims, and progr

In a similar maner, these characterizations suggest that any assess-

ments of program effectiveness lust take into account. the distribution of

high and low-risk offenders within a program and the amqunt of,Fesources

available for these youth. Program resources could, however, depending on

their type and quality, produce deleterious effects for these. offenders.

-Libeling theorists might argue that youth who have minimal contact with the

courtsrand these programs have a greater probability of completing their

restitution orders successfully. Others argue that additional program

resources that result in greater requirements for the youth could produce

lower successful completion rates, while program resources that result in

. additional assistance to the youth could produce higher rates of sucdeSsful
.

completion of restitution orders.

NN,
.

Program Components and Successful Completion

In order to examine the effect of additional restitution requirements

on- successful completion rates vis -a -vis the effect of greatd project assis-

t
tance, tWo,program characteristics will be probed--solOsanction restitution

and employment subsidies. In addition, we wi)l examine the impact of

different types of restitution and the effects of the size of restitution

ordeq on successful completion rates.

Forty -four projects in the restitution initiative have some sole

sanction res.titution plans in their caseload, and 16 projects have over .

10 percent of their caseload with sole sanction restitution, according to

the Management Ipformation System data. Table 4 present the successful

completion rates by the program and restitution plan.variables we will

examine in this Section. The successful completion rates for three different

45()
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TABLE 4, SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES
BY PROGRAM AND RESTITUTION PLAN CHARACTERISTICS

,

CHARACTERISTIC
-PERCENT
SUCCESSFUL

PERCENT
UNSUCCESSFUL TOTAL

NUMBER

OF CASES

Res t tuti..511° Order Recut r ezien t s

95
e7
8-

5

13
13

100
100

...100
-111

939
3,862

282

Sole Sanction Restitution
Restitution and Probation
Suspended Convent

a < .00

Employment

Yes 87 13 foo 1,789
No 89 11 100 4,070,

a .03
Y - .09

Percent of Earnings Subsidized

0 - 75% 88 12 100 '93
76- 100% 92 100 1,749
Total .91 9 1001d1,8

C.

Type of Restitution
. -Monetary. . 89 11 100 3,680vo f Unpaid Community Service 90 10 100 2,577

Victim Service 98 2 . 100 88..
Monetary and Community 'Service 85 15 100 4706

Size of Monetary Restitution Order
400.51 - S42,

542 7. $96:..
95
94

5
6

100
100

866
881

59 1 - ,5165" 89 11 100 .9,39
5166 - 5335 85 15 100 760
$336 - 512,500

a < .001
76 24 617

Y 7.40

Size of Co=unity Service Order
1 - 16 hrs. 97 3 100 673

17 L 25 hrs. 95 5 100 608'
26 - 40 hrs. 91, 9 100 . 566

- 74 hrs. 85 15 1130 468
75. - 468 hrs. 74 26 100 476

O

, :a < .001
Y -.50

c

t
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types of restitution order requirements-- "conventional" resti).

probation, sole sanction restitution, and suspended commitment r t.

reveal a statistically significant difference between sole sancta

tution and the other two types, while it displays no difference be

restitution plus probation and suspended commitment restitution. 'I:-

.hercent,higher successful completion rate for sole sanction youth is

tively large, especially given the absolute Success rate of 95 percent

these youth.

Factors other than sole- seiction restitution might, however., be pro-

ducing these differences. Using the characterizations presented earlier,

sole sanction cases might be -low -risk youth, they might have fewer priors,

less serious offenses, higher family incomes, and'io forth. Additional ana-

lysis rev led, at least tentatively, th,* this appeap not to be the case. -

Sole sanction restitution was not significantly related (at thew.05 level)

to race, income, school status, or number of priors; it was, however,

significantly related to offense seriousness. Coding sole sanction resti-

tution as a dichotomous variable (1 sole sanction, 0 no sole sanction),

the gamma coefficient between'offense sediousness and sole.sanction restk-s

tution.was .14. (The gamma between the dichotomous sole sanction variable

and successful completion was .40.) Controlling for offense seri9usness

140 not:however. reduce the relatiohship between sole sanction restitution,_
) )

and successful completion, nor didcontrolling fcr prior offenses. In each

ce the partial gamma coefficient remained about .6Additiona-1,
1)

more extended analysis of sole sanction restitution and successful com-

pletion is clearly needed, but thrse preliminary results luggett that sole

sanction restitution does generate higher successful completion rates..--___
o

'implayment subsidies are aimed at assisting the youth in complying with
.

his or hor-7titution order. One hypot).esizeeeffect of employment subsidies

is that they should produce higher successful iompletlop rates than non-
;

4

fl
,1)

4
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subsidized restitution. Two measures of employment subsidy are included in

Table 4. The first }s the number of closed cases where subsidized employ-

ment was indicated in the youth's initial restitution plan, 31 percent are

subsidized and 69 percent are not. The successful completion rate for the

subsid-zed gioup is 8' percent, while liplt 89 percent for the non-subsidized

group. With differences being statistically significant beyond the

.05 level.

The second measure of job subsidy examines successful completions by

the proportionssof the youths' earnings which are subsidized. The differences

are not statistically significant betWeen the low percentage subsidies' and

the high percentage subsidies' completion rates, however, the overall

successful completion rates for these youth is 91 percent: or about three

.
percent higher than the initiative-wide successful' completion rate.

These two findings taken in con3unction suggest that the expectation of

subsidized employment does not produce positive differences in successful

completion rates, but the actual pAsence of a subsidy doss. Moreover, the

an;ount of the job subs,idy appears to have an effeFt upon the rate Of

successful completion. high subsidy youth have successful completion rates

about four percent higher than low subsidy youth, but; due to the shall

nUreer of low subsidy caids, the differences are not statistically signifi-

cant at the .05 level.

Azibther requirement of restitution orders, in addition to. the court

actions discussed earlier (i.e., sole sanctiop, restitution plus probatiop,

and suspended ommnitMent), is the type and amount.of restitutilkhe youth

is ordered to complete. While threvossible types of restitution are

availablemonetary restitution, unpaid community service, and direct'

victim service--only monetary restitution and unpaid community seivicd '

(either singly or in'con3unction) gre used with any 'great frequency by

prOjects in the initiative. The completion rates for tliese;Ljortypes of

tO .

20u
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restitution are presented in Table 4. In general, monetary restit 10 -1

unpaid community servicrkhave similar completion rates, while plane i

combine monetary and community service restitution tend to have sl

lower completion sates. Direct victim service restitution plans are

at a higher rate, although they Comprise only about one percent of a_

completed cases so far in the initiative.

The most likely explanation ef the lower successful coTpletion rate

the combination restitution plans is that they tend to have larger resti---

tion orders. A typical combination plan will h'ave an order 'for $171 in '

monetary restitution and 46 hiss of unpaid community service, while the

typical single unpaid community servici restitution plan will have about

48 hours ordered end the typical single monetary restitution plan will have

about $250_ordered.. Thus, the youth wit an average combination restitu-

tion plan is required to do about the same amount of community service as

the youth with a single community service plan, plus the combination-plan'

youth is required to pay a significant amount of monetary restitution.
*

This is supported by the finding that larger restitution orders appear

t? result in lows rates of successful completion (Table 1). Youth with

monetary restItitionordeFs of between $1.00 and $41.00 had successful com-

pletion rates 19 percent higher than youth with orders of $336 or more.

For community service restitution orders the differences in completio'il rates

for small and large orders were even greater than for monetary restitution,
. -

small community Service orders had completion rates.as much at 23 percent

higher than largeporders.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This report was intended to be a prelimaeary description and analysis

* '
of the current rate, the projected rate, and the correlates of successful

I

0 4

d
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completion restitution requirements in the juvenilg restAution initiative.

The findings can be summarized as forlows:

1. The .zurrent rate of successful completion for.the initiative, after

project-idert-51.ed ineligibles are removed. is 88.1 percent. Given the

observed staa.lit} of the successful completion rate over time, the data

presented 1?erc saggest.that the final rate should also be about 88 percent.

There is, however, a possibility that the rate will decline toward the end

of the inAlative as prograts terminate and problem cases are closed out.

Any decline is only weakly suggested by the current data.

2. The strongest background predictors of successful completion cur-

rently appear to be school status, number of priors, offense seriousness,

race, family income. Unrelated to successful completion were age and

ie'of the offender.

3. Two program components- -sole sanction restitution and s,, proyision

.of employment,subsidies--were examined, and'bothwere. significantly related

.

to successful completion..

4. COMpAotion rates for monetary restitution orders, were not signifi-

cantly different from community service orders; however, combined monetary

and community service orders Were slightly lower than the single restitu-

tion plans. Size of the restitution order was strongly related to successful

completion; large orders had completrbn rates about ib'percent lower Chan

small orders.

A
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TABLE A, MISER OF CASES SUCCESS /LILLY CLOSED FOR 1 TO 15 I4) m's BEYOND REFERRAL'

Months
Beyond
Referral

.1

2 *

3

4

5 '

6

7

0

9

10

11

12

11

14

A

Referrel Month

Total
CARPS

3

...0

57.

nil

ID
Pi
Z
CIH
X
Do4s

7901 7902
-

790 1 7904 nos 7908 7907 7908 7909 7910 7911 7912 8001 130032 8004

40

24

14

1e

8

14

9

2

a2
5

4

2

20

28

26

16

22

12

9

5

12

4

0

4

11

2

45

62

61

45

30

25

13

15

4

4

,a6

611

7

2

53

72

82

56

30

-,

22

30

12

10

0

S

7

9

O

58

127

102

101

34

35

21

24

18

10

9

10

I 1

3

66 84 90

106' 90 66

100 75 60

65 62 67

49 44 51

30 25 43

29 22 23 .

N

16 9 18

14 .14 8

11 11 ..,12

7 9 12

4 5 o

3 2

ti
0 sr

49,

58

48

48

38

25

26

17

9

6

2

11.

59.

07

73

76

43

.37

28

18

11

3

56

60

66

76

' 54

42

32

14

3

r

43

55

84

37

44

30

18

2

53

65

67

(.5

43

31

3

52

8)

5(.

49

23

8

0,

52

67

59

40

12

.:

34

73

64

5

.

854

1.125

1,017

026

5)5

179'

269+

159

105

74

52

41

46

8

15

TOTAL 154

0

167

2

329 .

0-

404 586

.,' -

.

----

313 327 271 230 176

3

5.503

- _ ----- -.-r---
1 `.--,, -

,,, :Sp

500 , 452 ' 450

9

326 435 403

-.m.
INnvb.re in the cells show how many of th. cases referred In each month (see column hendingsl were successfully cloned within one month /(Month 11.

. .

two monrhe. throe monthn, and so forth on up to 15 honths. For example, 40 cases referred in January 1979 were closed Successfully within One .
Ir

month. 20 were closed In the Re.otyl month, and no on.
.

9
,
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TABLE II . NU140ER I%' CASES UNSUCCESSFULLY. CLOSED FOR 1 TO IS MONTHS 8CY0N0 REFERRAL! 4

-Months Referral Month 44,-'Up 'fond
' Tote 1Referral ' 7901 7902 1901 7904 7905 7906 . 7907 7908 7909 7910 7911 7912 *01 N002_ 8003 8004 Cases

..,
5 0 60 4 8 II 6 9 6 7 I 4 8 _ 12 6 92

2 1 7 6 6 e 7 10 6 7 13 9 10 2 10 6 B 122:
..........4.- - '-.

3 0 2 4 5 14 5 12 6 10
a

B 12 6- 9 4B B '5
r

j14
4 0 1 6 I 14 9 4 11 3 10 9 1 B 6 2 104

5 I 1 6 3 14 8 2 5 13 9 9 10 1 4 86
446 1 3 1 5 3 5 4 6 2 9 3 2 ' 0 45

.
7 0 I '2 5 4 2 8 J.

5

. 4 64 2 0 42
S

4 (8 o 2 1 2 ft, 2 5 II 2 1 4 '0 3B

9 ' 0 i 2 1 4 7 3 3 3 o 27

10 o 3 2 . 0 5 0' 0 0 , 37.'

, it 2 1 2 3 2 ' 0 2 I 0
.....

.. 13
1

sd12 1 3 6 2 1 I 2 0
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6 wore closed In the second 'rah, and so forth.
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INUmbers in My cell,: show how many of the cases rearred In each month (see column headings) were open for one month (Month 1), two months, andao on up to 15 :months, For example, 194 canes were referred In January, 1979 (7901). Of these 152 were still operi In the first full month afterreferral Month 1), 124 were nt141 open in the Second month, and no forth. itlegau4o the Management Informabion System (ilex are updated on a;monthly basin, theme figures 'w111 vary across different technical reports.)
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ABSTRACT

- ',.

An analysis of in-program reoffending rates for more than 9,000

juvenile offenders referred to 85 different restitution programs is

reported in this. paper. The major findings are summarized below.

1.' An estimated 6.4 to 8.8 Percent of the youths referred to the

restitution projects reoffdnd during the time they'aze under the auspices

of the projects. The average amount of time spent in these programs

is 6:2 months.

2.. The likelihood of reoffending is higher for youths who had a

history of prior criminal 'acts than for first offenders. The propor'tion

expected to reoffend within six months of referral is six percent for

first offenders, eightlercent foryouths one prior oitenee nine
r

y
percent for those' with timtprio4, ant 13,percenor thOS'etwitWthree,' , l til ,,,- :, , ' . . . 'L.- '

.

, or...m9re prior offenses: 'J. , ..
.,.... .

. --,! " t,. . , %.,1 "...
. .. ,....4 V to.

-
£'

'

lo Ttle likelinood.Of ealf..ending 1.s not related to the seriousness
.-,.

%of:thej.tmedioe offense. Adulls commIt;ing the more seriOusoffencee

S 4 1

, 74. ,1
. ' :4.4 4 ot .-^11k.---, mete no more filiqly to reoffeAd than those committing minor oftensds.

el.: t... ° c I
' ;,0, * ..

.*.., : .-S.- ' ...
, , "it

'
.

9 4.4 En analvis of the relatlonship*betwpen reoffenses and the
* .'

4 . ,,_.. , . .Sex: "race, and age of the youths'revealed only minor differentes and no_ .., .,.
,.

differences substantial enough,oftcdnsistent enough to warrant concern
.

inbrms of program operation,.
1,.

*. There were some differences in the reoffense rateslevouths
. : s.. .

in different income categories with the persons in ttie lower income

groups reoffe'nding at a rate of about eight to ten yertent in, six months

compared withAxeoffense rates of seven to eight percent for persons in

thh higher income groups:

6. Youths attending school on a regular basis are, slight* less

O

91
4

It
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likely to reoffend than those who are not in school., The six month reoffense

ratefof the former is 7.5 percent compared with nine percent of the

lgtter group. !?

7. Comparisons of the reoffense rates for youths under three different

types of sanctions from the juvenile,court were undertaken. Yuvoniles

for whom restitution was the sole sanction reoffended atia rate of 5.7

percent in six4months; those with restitution plus probatiOn as the

disposition reoffended at a rate bf 8.1 percent in six months, and those

with restitution and suspended commitments reoffended at an even higher

rate- -13.2 percent in six months. Thi*relationship could be dun to the

fist that iwyouthi with suspended commitments tend to be more serious offenders

: . ,
.

than those who are on sole sancqon restitution,, Even though controls : /
t

for prior offenses did noZ drminih tAe observed relationship, more :

° . ,
.... analysis should be undertaken. before drawing any definitilie :conclusion

.
.. 4

about the relationship between.reoffenclingand itle juvenile Court,

._....-

. disposition.

2 9 2

2

.
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INTRODUCTION

This paper contains preliminary information about the frequency and

type of offenses committed by juveniles who were participating in a

restitution program for 5uvenile offenders°at the time the offense

was committed. The analysis includes an examination of t4e reoffense

patterns, controlling for time at risk, for more thip 9,00d juvenile

offenders referred to restitution,prqgrams funded by, the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pr.evehtion (0JJDR).

The first grants foZ the juvenile restitution programs were issued

in Septimber, 1978, and most of the 8f, projects were operativeby

t 2
mad-1979. Referrals to these programs between January, 1979 and April,

1980 are included in this analysis. ThespecZfic objectiv'es of this

*report are: -
,

1. To describe tie reoffense rate of juveniles in, thd restitution

projects and to, estimate the eventual proportion of referrals who can be

expected-to reoffend while in.the restitution projects;1

2. To estimate the probability of.reoff nding for groups,or

4 individuals whd have been in the project for different lengths of time;

and,

3. To dstermine-uthether differences in the characteristics.of

juvenile ofEenders are relateC to differences In th.e probability of

reoffending wnile under the auspices Of :the restitution prbjects.

One of the majbr goals of the._federal initiative Vas to encourage

local juvenile courts to use court ordered restitution andibr Community

service as dispositional alternatives for the more serious offenders

in the community and, thereby, to reduce the incarceration rtes for

these youngsters.
3

Among the many Issues raised by the inclusion of

ft

o

3 4t
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1.
,

serious offenders:in the target population was whether serious offenders

*mid reoffend at ap'ywteptably high late, thereby damaging the

404,poility. Of the, restitution projects. For this reason, one of the

uriosestd the report will be to compare the reoffense patternk of serious
i .

juvenile offenders with less serious offenders an order to-determine

whether differences in serioilapess are associated with differences in the
.

4.

reoffending rates.

Other characteristics of juvenile offenders--age, gender, race,
' .0

nf

family income, and so on--will be eXamined in relation to the probability
. e

of reoffending in. order to describe the characteristics Of youths who"-

are moot (and least) likely to rtoffend. A final portion of the report

includes a very preliminary assessment of the relationship between the

O degree of court control over the juvenile and the reoffense rat et. In

this (analysis, comparisons will be made among three groups: 1) ose

ordered to pay restitution whq also were placed on suspended commitment,

2.1 those ordered to pay .restitution who are on normal probation, and

3) those or deredrto pay restitution as a, sole sanctior..

This study differs in several significant ways from mbst other'

research and evaluation reports on delinquency programs First, the

resort does not include a comparison of the effectiveness 3f restitution

programs with nonrestitution alternatives but, instead, examines one,

indicatn of the effectiveness of restitution--reoffense rates--for

several subgroups of juveniles under several different.program:condiLons.4

Second, the measure of program ef...le 'iveness usedhere is in-program

reoffending rather than thepore familiar p t-release measures of

of,recidivism.

ci Third, the evaluatiorl report has been prepared approximately midw4.

20

4

\0
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/ 3
through the restilstion initiatAe rathpr thad after the conclus}on of

the program. This approach has many abantages in the' sense of prOviding
4

timely information to program managers but-it ?.,Srmits only a short follow.

up period%Sind the findings must be viewed as preliminary and.tes(ative

rather than final.' '" ,
,

.1 , ..,

The sdmewhat unusual aspeqts of the evaluation present a number of

complex conceptual and methodological issues that will be dealt wath in

the next two sections of the paper. Following' a discussion of these
.

japes, theoverallin-program reoffense sate-for the initiative will

be presented. The foUrth section contains the reoffense rates, controlling.

for time at risk, of vafious subgroups in the initiative.:

IS

o

5

Owa

1st .
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4
IN-PROGRAM ,REOFFEND/NG AS A MEASURE OF PROJECT PERFORMANCE

It is generally acknowledged that the primary purpose of evaluation
.

research is to produce knowledge which can be.used to guide policy

1

decisions and it is equally well recognized that many evaluations--

including both "oqtcome" and " process" aAroaches--fall short of this

. goal.

Outcome evaluations, such as those that focus excltsively onelong-
4

term recidivism rates, have been criticized on the grounds that they dc,

not produce usefuZinformation durIng 41e time when most of the critical

programmatic deb4lons are being'made: In addition, some have argued

that treatment effects may wear off as more time elapses duringthe

follow-up period and the impact of the program will be underestimated. 5

Another cripicism of evaluations that focus exclusively on longer-term

recidivism mates is that the linkage mechanisms between treatment and

recidivism are.not examined. It is risky and perhaps invalid to

attribute responsibilityforclient recidivism (or'the lack of it) to

treatment prOgrans without an understanding of'the linkage between

treatment, client attitudes and behaviors while in the project, and later

client behavior.

Process'evaluations that are limited to descriptions of project

operation and/or to quantitative data on activity levels (such as the

number of clients) also can be criticized &s Irrelevant to most kinds of

policy decisions other than those having tO'dO with the competence of

project managers. In particular, these kinds of process evaluations

are not useful for diagnosing the appropriateness of various project

ciwirp.qnents 4 for analyzing, the effects of treatment on diffeient kinds

of clients.

22 6
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NO effort will, be made here to argue that studies of in-program

remffending should replace either thelonger-term follow-up studies of

client recidivism or the mote descriptive'approaches to process eval..ation.

We Will argue, however, that there are subitaAtial.p.lyoffs from stales

of in-piog4om reoffending and that these kinds of studies should become

a stalidard part of the evaluation model for delinquency prevention

programs.

V, lue of.In-Program Reoffense Studies

One of the most obvious advantages of using in-program reoffending,

rather than post-release recidivism; as a measure of pro3eom performance

is that data on in-program reoffending are availably shortly after

program start-up and analysis can proceed in time to be of Value in

shaping pro9ect'operations. Analysis of the 0obabi1 ity pf reoffending

AN.

for carious subgroups of 3usieniles,,for example, should provide program

managers with a useful diagnostic tool. By identifying subgroupt with

special needs and with higher tha; normal likelihood'of reoffending,

ppgram personnel can target their resources and efforts more intensely
ti

on the high risk youths. Analysis of the relationship betwegn program

components or operating procedures and the risk of reoffending can point

/
to needed modifications and,br'to ways of reallocating resources in order

.
a.1

to reduce the'reoffense rate.

Treatment programs generally are viewed as ?ore directly accountaole

for youths currently under their s.ziervision than for youths who have

already passed through the program. Thus, in-program failure rates
. 1 .

A ..
should be monitored carefully and continually in order to serve a% an

early warning device. Programs with unacceptably high reoffele rates can
r r"`

.

'- .
be modified or abandoned.

7
6

P.
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It should be, emphasized that in-program reoffending alone is not .

a sufficient device'for assessing program performance andlepact. Rather,

it is one of several.measures of program performance that should be

t
hnalyzed on its'own merits. , .9

Thevalue of studying in-program reoffending would be greatly

enhanced if 1) all delinquency prevention programs measured reoffending

'and did,so in a manner that perm is comparison across programs, and

2) studies relating in-program reoffending to longer-term recidiviktt

rates were undertaken.,

The first point above issnot simply wishful thinking, although

difficulties inherent in achieving comparability are considerable.

Process evaluations often are limited to fualitative examination'of

program components and/or quantitative anhlysis of activity levels on

.the grounds that the project does not have the resources to engage in

' long-ter:if tollow-up. Data on in-program reoffending (and other similar

.
types of.)%ltort-termperformance measures) are riot ex.,Nnsive to collect

. .

and do notlrequire a long-term oommitment

Tie s4cond point mentioned above- -the nee,' for studies linking

in- program reoffending to longer-teZm perfOrmanc; measuresis'imprtant

in order to give the proper amount ofVweight to the results from 14udief.

utilizing in-program reoffending or other kinds of shcrt-terir measures.

If in-program reoffending is highly predictive of long-term recidivism
,

rates, then considerable weight could be given 125-the-results from an
t t'

evaluation report ¢rodUCed during the life of the project. As noted
.--

previously, a common criticism of evaluation research is that the results

are not at the time they ace needed for shaping project operations:
_y

It seems imperative that,evaluators seek metho o shorten the amount of

8
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time that elapses between program start-up and-the first reports of pre- .

liminary results from the evaluation. Analysis ofsinTpnogram 'reOffense 1
, -

a
rates is one step i4 that direction. . %.

t . .

Previous Studies of Reoffending

A
There has been Aittle reported analysis of. in-program reoffending

.in community treatment or delinquency prevention eVeluations. When in- 2

program recidivism rates are reported,ftt often.is only parenthetically ,

and the important issusurrounding measurement and interpretationof

the rates are tregteld in a cursory manner. In-program reoffending does

not appear to have been used very often as Saleasure of program perfor-

mance, nor as a linkage variable between treatment program characteristics

f
and l'Uture recidivism,, ,

GIehas not been possible to fiild reports of the reoffending rates

.

in otheredelinquency programs that could be used to estoblish a standard

2
of comparison or benchriark for assessing the in-progralireoffending

rate of the juvenin zvtitution programs. A study by/Porld (1970), ..

far example, reports a reoffense rate:of 75 percent over the course 9f.

15 months of projeci invoIrement whereas a-study by Empey and Erickson.
0

(1974) reports a eoffense'r4te of '48 percent.for a prograM;thl.t had an
,.

average length of follow-up of abour12 weeks.. The considerable'

ws,

variatidn not only in the reoffense rate, but in the length of fq.low-up
,c .

A 1 4

ig, alone, relson to forego attempting tc compare tnese programs with'
0

restitution. In addition, and perhaps e'en tore important, the character-
,

ittics of youths involved in other programs and the m@ods of assessing.
4.

in- program reofferldin vary so g4atly as to make all comparisons across

progrims meaningless at this time. Community treatment programs for .

juveniles 8iffer in terms of the seriousness of offendershe length

t

9

. - 2.99
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of exposure to treatment, the intensity of,supervision, and sp'onf.

Data on failure rates will vary depenAing on the way reoffending

is measured, the selectiOn of control variables to adjust for differences
.

43
when comparing subgroups within programs, the method of dealing with,,

s program dropouts, and, for programs still in-progress, the methoatof

r 4

dealngtath cases not-ypt terminated from treatment.

Data and Measurement issues. A
:

Reoffense data for this paper are$ taken from management information

systei CHIS) forms completed for each youth by restitution project staff-
,

6at the time a youth is terminated from a restitution projec,.. These
"

fl4P4re forwarded to IPA on aAregular bSsis fQr editing,processihg,

and analyiis, .Thd,'reoffense variable is derived'froman item which asks

whethe; the youth had any new. juvenile coAitcontacts prince prog4aM
,

intake for a new offenk and, if so, foi what offense., If a youth had

more 'than' one rahontact On extremely rare event) or C.f the recontact

le kartof e multiple Charge, the most serious offense is coded.

. ,
Probation violatioasNchic, Dk constitute about five percent of the

.
,

recontacts, were;cOUnted as reoffenses. Although their inclusion 11,

.. .

debetable,qV
./

genera$1y is be:levee-that, new of es area common 'reason

for the p4ation officer to return they case to court as a prbloatitail
, - . ,

viola.tioh. ',Furthermore,, inclusion o''t these = offenses" is a conservati e 1.

t
, -.

%
. 0

441,

approach because it produces d slightly highL-freoffensergte. b, . \,.., ,
"5"*.

The usei,*of court,recontact as a measuie of in-p g reoffendiAg

r''reeraises leve50. concerns. In mea ring reoffenses, there a a wide .

range Of opttons and studies have variedfrom those using self report
..S.: .. , t fr.- .. . , , .4

S ,Oe / .

data to those wing 1ncarceration for a new alense
:7

WhIA the measure
t .

use a p cular study shouldaipend uion the.researchtionsC ... .

t
'.,

..3 '
4

.

,.. lo
4

t
..,

t

I
-

0 0 0

4
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being asked, it is gellerally recognized that the closer the researcher

can get to a measure of the aCtual delinquent behavior, the better the

measurement will'be. In the absence of self report data fro all 85

restitution sites and given the practical restraints'on obtaining police

arrest mformation since the projects gestrallydo not have access to

4police records, court contact data seemed to afford the least contamination.

One major source of error in the use of court contact datais in

making comparisons acr*'projects. There may be a great deal of

yariation among jurisdictions in standards for re-referral to the court

for 4:6 offense or probation violation. And, projects may vary in the '

extent of knowledge they have about new contacts with the court. Thus,

cross-site Oomparisons should be made with great caution and are not

presented in this report.

Neither the number of multiple recontacts nor the seriousness of
%RI

0,
,recontacts,are included a$ part of the dependent varile in the analysis.

Number o'f contacts adds texture and power to,group comparisons, but it is 4

notot as relevant in the restitution initiative because one reoffense
,

. ,
-

generally is grounds for termination from initiative _irojects. Seriousness

of return offenses is not Incorporated into.the deiendent variable due

to the measurement and methodological problems involved.8

TWO' additiogaI measurement:issues pertain to the
procedures for

- handlihg cases that have not yet closed and-6he method of dealing wi

program dropouts. Those 1:eoffenders whose cases have not closed are,

of course, generally unknown to us at this time. The estimation procedures,/

explained in the next section, are ,based on the expected probability of

reoffending,and the expeoted probability that a case v.:lithe "at risk"

(i.e., open, rather than closed, for each of many time lags beyond referral



298

date). This technique, permits hs to use cases.that have closed for

estimates of the expected reoffending
rates of the open cases. As

mentioned before, cases generally are'ClosecrWhenever a new offense occurs,

Thus, there is no lengthy timeaag
between reoffending and case tlosul'e

tat could confound the analysis..

Lerman (1970), Empey and Erickson (1974), and others have criticized

some research on reoffense rates because
of an exclusion of cases that did

not complete the treatment. Exclusidn of these cases is generally believed

to bias the reoffense rates
so that they favor the pfogram being evaluated.6

In the restitution initiative, all, cases that ate referred to the program

either are open (active) cases, or are closed cases. Program "dropouts"

are in the latter category and are included in the analysis.

A crucial problem in interpreting
in- program recontact rates centers

/
on the methods (if any) used to control

for variation in exposure to

treatment or "time at risk." Some studies ieport.itprogram reoffense4R4
rates with no apparent attempt to account for differences in 0.sk

Others adjust the mean delinquency
scores for cgorwrison groups depending

on average,time at risk for the group, and still other Wies have used

a total group estimate based on the number of offenses pei group divided

by the total time of exposure of each group to treatment.10 Because

of the centrality of this issue .n providing proper measurement and

Interpretation to reoffense rates,'at will
be discusseurtextensively in

the next section.

r

12

I
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ALTERNATIVE METHODS FOR ANALYZING REOFFENSE DATA-
4 ky

?Certain Characteristics of the reoffense data frog the restitution

projects make the analysis of reoffending a relativel, Ton:-...x procedure.

In particular, the referrals to the projects are obserws! ,tracked) only
N.

until the case is closed and case closures occur at vaq.at_t lsngths of

time beyond referral. Some cases close within one month bf =efcrral and,

therefore, are tracked for only one month. Youths whose cases _ose

within the first month have only one month of "tyme at risk." 'Some oases

close two months after referral, some three, and soon. 'A small proportion

of the cases are sti1.1 open after 15 months beyond ihereferral'date.. The

isecond problem is that this gnalysis is being conducted before all the i_

cases have closed. Referrals,from January, 1979 through April, 1980 are

Included in the analysis. Thus, the length of follow-up varies on the

open cases, as well as the closed ones'. (More information on referrals,

closures, and tracking time is in Appendix A.)

4 Total Group Reoffense Rates

One of the purposes of the analysis is to describe the in-program

reoffending rate for the.iotal group of jUveniles referred to restitution

projects, but there are sezaous,problem ? in obtaining unbia;ed estimates

olf the total group'reoffense rate prioAo the time whiri all, cases ha;le

closed. For example, the in-prograr, redffending rate could be calculated

by dividing the total number.of youths who have reoffended by the, total

number of referrals to the programs. For the restitution initiative

there have been 9,255 referrals from January, 1979 through April, 1980

and 504 of them had reoffended by the end of April, 1980. This is a

"reoffense rate" of 5.5 percent.

-13
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Although commonly used;' this calculation is highly inappropriate

for the restitftion initiative. All cases have not yet closed and this

measure of reoffending does not take "time at risk" into consideration..

If the reoffense rate for the initiative were calculated this way, it

would month to the next simply because more joilths

hip been "at risk" for a longer period of time in each subsequent month..

The total amount of person-days of risk time increases each moth, as do

the number of offenses, even when the number of individuals eemains

constant. Unless the amount of time at risk is takdn into consideration,

the in-progeam reoffense rate will he underestimated
.
antfl all cases

, \

actually have been closed by the projects included in the inititative.

Another procedure is to consider only the cases that actually have

'closed and to calculate the reoffense rate .as the proportion of all

closed cases which were closed with a subsequent referral to the juvenile

court. In
.161

the current data, there have been 5D4 offenses committed by'

the 5,202 juveniles whose cases have been closed- -a reoffense rate of 9.7

percent. This procedure also will yield biased and unstable estimates

of the reoffense'rate until all cases actually have been closed by the

programs because of the fact that a reoffense usually is sufficient

cause to.justify closing% case prior to its normal termination time.

Thusithe proportion of closed cases that close because of a reoffense

will be tooh;gh, dspecially for recent referral months which have had

very short follow -up periods.
.

In addition to these kinds of problems, a calculation that does not

take time at risk into consideration will not generate useful data for

comparing the restitution initiative to other programs which have different

average amounts of time under program jursdiction*: And, comparisons

3 0 (1
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within the restitution initiative of individuals or groups will oe

meaningless unless the° amoUht of time at risk as the same for the persons

or groups^that are beihg comparear. It as known, ',IL- example, that serious

offenders tend to spend morg-timer n restitution projects than do the

less serious offenders. .TAus, the serious offenders have had more

opportunity to reoffend and comparisons of their reoffense rates with

those of less serious offenders are not interpretazle unless time at

risk Bas been controlled or held constant in some manner. Similarly,

comparisons of the reoffense rate of-the restitution initiative I...1'in other

=DP programs as not appropriate unless the other programs have the
A' 0

same average amount of tame in the program as do restitution refrals or

unless time at risk is controlled an the-analysig of the data.

. An ahalogy*to these kinds of problems can be found at the Individual

level when the analysis treats reoffendang as a dichotomous varaaole, 1
with' each individual receiving a score'either of zero (nonoffender, for

example) or one (offender). When the individuals have not been at risk

for the samekmounts of tame, the dichotomous scoring system has serious

deficiencies. A score of zero (nonoffender), for example, might be given

to all,nonoffenders, including those wht were observed for ohe month and

those who were tracked for 12 or 15 or even 24 months. Clearly,'youths

0
who were at risk for 24 months and did not reoffend should be considered

Ito have "done better" youths who were at risk for only one month

and dad not reoffend. Samalarly, juveniles who reoffend the first day

should not be considered equivalent to juveniles who reoffend after 24

months of Crime-free time.11

There are several different te'cnnaques that can be used to cqntrcl

for differences in time at risk but the fundamental task as to identify

305
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the probabilist of reoffenses occurring within one month, two months,

three months, and so on. For example, suppose the researcher established ,

that the probability of reoffending was .10 for juveniles who were at

A risk for six months and was .15 for juveniles who were at risk for nine

months. A project with an average time at risk of six months and a

reoffense rate of .10 would be equivalent to'another project with an

average time at risk of nine months and a reoffense rate of .15. It is

the establishment of these types of eqlivalencies that would permit

comparison of projects, or groups within projects, when differences exist

in'the amount of time at risk.

If suitable estimates of the probability of reoffending, per unit

of time, can be developed, these could be used to adjust indiVidual-level

'reoffense scores as a function of the amount of time the youth was at

risk. And, if such estimates were available, it would )38 possible to

predict the proportion of- the referrals expected toreoffend while in the

restitution projects simply by combining inLorination on. the probability

of reoffending within one month, two months, three months, and sd forth

with estimates of. the probability that the case will be .a7 risk for one

month, two months, three months, and so on.

Several of, the techniques that could be used to develop estimates of

the probability of reoffending, as a function of time, are discussed below.

Cumulative Probability of Beoffending

dile procedure that could be used to estimate the extent of in-program

reoffending, per unit of time, is an elaboration of the methodology

Serecoohea (1972) called "survival cohort" analysis. This technique is

similar to the on used-by Witte and Schmidt (1979).

The data in Table 1 show the probability of reoffending during each

16
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TABLE 1. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF REOFFENDING1

Months Number Number of ReOffense . cumulative
Beyond of Cases Offenses ,Rate Probability of
Referral

(tr
a't Risk

in ts

Commatted
in t

for t

(Pm)

Reoffending
(P

t
)

< 1 9,255 71

1-2 8,156 105

2-3 6,473 -94

3-4' 4,931' 86

4-5 3,572 40

2,713 .47

6-7 1,988 24

7-8 1,441 9

8+9 1;078' 15

'' 9-10 799 4

10-11 4 594 3,

' 11-12 415 3

12-13 214' 2,

13-14 " 120 '

14-15 42 -' 0

15-16 23 0

Totals 37,186 504,

"1TheThe number of cases at risk during each time-un
cases. The first time unit encompasses or4y tw
rate, Pm, is interpreted as the probability of r

.

;77 (1.53)

1.29

1.45

11.74

1.12

1.73

;1.21

.62

1.39

51

.50

.93,A-Z-5

.83

0

.77

2.06

3.51

5.25
11

6.37

8.10

9.31

9.93

11.32

11.82

12.32

13.04

401 13.97

14.80

14.80

14.80

is the number of open
weeks. The reoffense ,

dff(indihg.in a particular
tame unit such as durino month 12-13. The, cumulative probability of
reoffending, Pt, as interpreted as the prObabkaty of havang teoffended
at any time from referral to a paitacular time unit.

kZK
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(
month beyonthe month of referral for 'juveniles in the restitution

initiative. -The, first column shows time lag since referral. In the

second column of 'Table 1 are the number of juveniles actually at risk

duringthe month shown in the row. The number of offenses committed by

the'juvenfles during each month is shown in the third column. The

probability of reoffending during. each month (P ) is shown in the fourth

column and is calculated by dividing the number of offenses by the number

ofjuveniles "at risk" during each time lag:

k
m

'P = Where: P
m Probability of reoffending during

m the,time unit m (such as month
'one or month six)

k
m = Number of offenses committed during

the,time unit m

N
m = Number of juveniles "at risk" during

the time unit m

The probability of reoffending begins *at less than ofe.percent for-

the two week time period just beyond referral. When corrected to a

monthly rate, this is 1.53 percent. The probability of reoffending, per

month, follows a relatively uneven pattern between one and 1.75 percent

per month until about nine months after referral at which time it seems

to drop rather substantially only'to rise again (to..93) at the twelfth

month. The figures for later months are, of course, based on ccntiderably

fewer cases than in the early months. Furthermore, the cases were those

referred to the restitution projects in early 1979 at a time when not all

of the projects were operative. Thus, part of they apparent unevenness in

the data is "noise" produced by the nature of the. initiative and the

ini4rent problems in collecting these kinds of data from the projects.

In the last column of Table 1 the cumulative proportion of juveniles

18
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I

reoffen4ng Is shown. These figures sh5w the proportion of juveniles

who would be expected to have reoffended by each succgeding time lag if

all cases 'had been at risk through that time lag. The cumulative figure

also represents the probability of reoffending for any particular fuv'dnile-
,

if his'or her case remains openfor that length of time. For example,,

the estimated probability of relgendipg for cases that are open for three'

.
months is .035: the estimate climbs to .0931 for bases open through the

sixth month beyond referral and to almost .15 for cases open 13 to 16
4

months beyond refertal. The estimated probability of reoffending for

juveniles whose cases have been open for varying lengths of time can be

expressed as follows:

m
P
t

:. Z P Where: P = Th4 estimated probability of

1
., mi
=1 .t, reoffending if ',at risk" for 0.to t

amount of time (such as one month,
two months, 15 months)

0 P = The estimated probability of
mi .

reoffending in month one, month two,

month 15, etc. -

The estimated proportion expected to reoffena by each time lag°1s

graphed in.Figure 1.

The Stollmack-Harris Model'

4 °

Another method for estimating the probabilit of reoffending--per

unit of timehas been developerg' b} Stollmack and Harris (1974): Their

o.
. model draws upon failure-rate analysis from pion research and is

expressed in the following form:

P eatt

,

Were: Pt = Probabli.ity of,failtira during the

time interval 0 to t

a = The failure rate

t = Number of mnth's at' risk

19
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The value of a is calculated by surfing the offenses and tnen

dividing by the, total pumber of days at iisks (or months, yeaFv, or other

. -

time unit). The time at risk actually isthe number of "person days"

(or "perlon years"). For example, one juvenile wha is in a restitution
'1a,

projeet'ior 365 days contributes 365 days "at risk" to the total. In a 40

similar way, 365 juveniles, each of whom spent only one day in a

restitution project, contribute 365 days at risk to the tqtif

estimated yearly reogense rate can be calculated utilizing cases that

have beer 4cked for only ane day or one month. The formula for

/
calculating a is:

k
.a = 4

1
+ N

2

a ="The failure rate

.

r- k = Number of offenses in the group

1,771.= Number of "periOn days" between

referral and failure fqr those who

. fail

N
2
= Number of "person days" between
referral and follow -up for those
who have not filed 4

rThe figures needed to. calculate reoffense rates using the Stollmack-
-,

Harris procedures are shown in Table 2. The last column of the Table
. . . .

shows the estimated probableity of failure at each time lag beyond '

referral, for cases that were "at risk" ui-. to each particular time lag.
P

For cases that were at risk for:less tat one month (row one)b , tne

probability f failure is less than one,percent- (.68 percent); the

probability of 40ilure for cases remaining open for two mooth l is'135-

percent. For cases that remain open throi2gh the sixth month, the
4,r

,probability of failure is estimated to be 7.
. .

about 15 percent for cases open a full ytar.

2'

ercent and rises to, ,

4)
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a
Mash.. Number of Cumulative Cumulative .stimitod Probability
Beyond' nses iiumber of Number of' Risk Time Failure2 of Faiftwe

- Retorter at'Each%Lag Offenses Oeen Cases in Months - Rate (a)
(Pt)
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TABLE 2. STOLLaACK-HARRIS REOFFENSE RATE FOR ALL REFERRALS1

4

< 1

1-2,

,
, 1 , 24

...

.3-.4,

' . 4..5

5-6

6-7

7-8
---..

8 -9

.. ..40.9-10

10-11.

, 11-12

12-13

13-14

24-15

15-16
.

Totals

71 , 71

10? 176 :}

.

94 ' 270

, 186 356

40 . 396

47 443 ,

° - 24 46/
.

9 476
,

15 491

k i 495

498 ,
R

3 501.

2 503

I ' 504

(I 504

0 504
.-

504

Pt 1-e

at
a .0136

e A
e

9,255 4,62,7 (.0153) .68

8,156 12,783 ( 01,38) 1.35
..

6,473 19,256 (.0140) 2,67

4,931 '24,187 (.0147) 3 98

0,572 27,759 (.0143) .28

2,713 30,472 (.0145) 6.55

1,988' 32,460 (.0144) 7.81
- ,

1,441 33,901 j 0'140) 9.05
.

1,078 34,979 ,(.0140) 10.28 .,
.

..1
.

35,778 (.0138)% 11.46

594. 36,372 (.0137,) 12.68
.

415, 36,787 (.0136) ' 13.85

214 11 37,001 (.0136) 15.01

120 27,121 (.0136) 16.15

42 . 37,163 (.0136) ' 17.28

23 37,186 (.0136) 18.40

37,186 .0136

A

1The Stollmack-Harris failure rate (i.e., the valie of a) is talculat'ed by dividing the
cumulative number of reoffenses by the cuTulative time at risk, utill:=g all of the
available data. In the Table, the month 0 lag beyond referral is calculated as .5 of
a month. /

2
In this co are the estimates of the failure rate a utilizing jr,1y the data
available a e time lag show in each row. For ex.GPle, using only the data
available at the end of the month in uhich the cases were referred (month 0), the
estimated failure rdte is .0153. Using only the cats available at three months
beyond referral ,(month 31. the estimated failure rate is .0147. After the full
follow-up. the estimated failure rate is .0136.

22
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The chief criticism of this technique for estimating reoffense

probapilities is that the method assumes the probability of failure is .

the same during the first month beyond referral as it is for the second,

p

third, Ibuith,, and all subsequent months-. If this assumption is correct,

dthen.all individuals eventually will fail if one forecaits far enough

into theefuture. Stollmack and Harris point out that there are waylof
. -

.

testing wheiher the assumption ofa constant failure ratebis appropriate

for the data and there are a number of techniques whicll cokld be used to

decrease the failure rate a as a function of time, if it were necessary

to. do so.

The Maltz-McCleary Model

Maltz and McCleary (1977) developed a model for the analysis

recidivism data which does not assume that all individuals eventually

will fall. Their model contains two parameters to be estimated from

the datei: r which iethe estimaad proportion of all referrals who

ultimately wil; eoffend and% which is a parameter expressing the speed

of failure. The formula.is:

P
t
- r(1-e P

t
= Probability of failure during the

time 'interval 0 to t

r = Proportion of individuals who
Alltimately will fail

a = The speed of faililre

In contrast to the Stollmack-Harris proach, the estimation
4

procedures foie and r axe hot simple and the resulting values do not'

have a straightforward substantive interpretation. he formulae for a

. and r axe:

23
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u 'Where: u The maximum follow -uR tine A

k

(1 -eau)

k' -,The total number of
failures -

-
t The,average time to ,

failure for those who fail

5.

As in the ttollmack-Harris model, the parameter a governs the height

of the curve but it is not interpretable as the probability that a juvenile

will (fend withinea designated tine unit (such as,-from referral toII
tfirde nths). Rather, the Value of a reflects the p liability that a

1/4. ,

Juvenile who reoffends will do so within a ticul irIke unit. The

Stollmack-Harris model also has one of impqrtant adpantege o'er the

taltz-McCleaiy approach: h latter requires the.same.amount of follow-up"

time for all cases in the analylie whereas Stoltaack-Harris utilize all

the cases, regatdl of how shot or long'the,foll6h7up has-been.

The Maltz-McCleary Model has'been used,,to generate estimated reoffanss

probabil 'es for juvenil the rest.ution initiativt and the results
11

axe shown in Table 3.

1.

At'
/the total time between referral apd reoffen , for thosewho fail,

months. T114 average tim oZilture is 1,444.5 d4vided

by 504bffenderswhich eqUalp,2.r mentbs.' Tilealue of ic--(tuMber of

offenses) has°to
Y

estimated from the caw ate becauseof the'fact that
sit .,__--

the Maltz4 technique requires that 1 cages-be tracked for the.. -

''''
) .

k_.,
saibe length of time-alituation which does_not exise.with'-these4lata. ?

However,' the raw data
It
frbp'the restitutlititiative can be used to

--.

generate the pgobabiliti of ,reoffendir at each particular time -lag-

'VA

-

24.

=
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TABLE 3. MALTZ-BcCLEARY ESTIMATES, OF REOFFENBINGI

Month .

Beyond NurbeZ of Tice to Rsoffense
Referral Offenses Reoffend Rate (Pt)

.5

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

k

71 35.5 2.31

105 105 4.26

94 188 7.31

86 258 9.48 Pt r(1-e)
-at

40 160 11.03 r .1490
a .3371

47 235 12.14

24 144 12.93

9 13.49.63
4

150 la 13.90

4 36 14.18 e
3 30 14.39

.3 33 14.53

2 24 14.64

1 13 14.71

0 14.77

4
0 10.81

504% 1,444.5

1,444.5 / 504 2.87 u 15

(:148) (9.255) 1,370

ilte value of a and r were-found utilizing fortulae and prograccing developed by
Jerry Eagle of the Institute of Policy Analysis (see Appendix A). The "tire to
reoffend" figurei are the product of the conths beyond referral and the nutter of
offenses. Tfe value of k is an esticate, :used on the raw data. of the proportion
expected to feoffend by rs months if all cases were open and tracked for 15 tenths.

'Oh
29'
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beyond referral (the value of P
m discussed previously) and, from these

figures, the value of Pt (the probability of reoffending between time

zero and each future time point) can be determined. The probability of

reoffinding, if all cases were tracked through 15 months beyond referral,'

is expected to be .148 and, therefore, the estimated value of k is

x 9,255 = 1070 offenses.

The values of'u (15), t, and k constitute the input data for cal

ing the values of a and r. A program, for the Hewlett-Pao 33 ha,6

calculator, has been written by Jerry Eagle Institute of Policy

Analysis and is described in Appendix

..The third column of Table 3 shows the probability of.,-reoffending

(Pt) at each time

lag
beyond referral-- utili^zinashri model.

Comparing, the Three Methods - /'"
7

/7
The data in Figure 2 show the eqinate8 probability of reoffending

,generated by each of the three ech4que; for measuring the reoffense
5

.

AO=
rate of juveniles in the reg itutton initiative. The solid line in

Figure 2 shows the est. ated reoffense probability based on the cumulative

proportions of the raw data - nitiative. It should be recalled

that even though these figures are based on "raw data" they, too, are

estimates of the likelihood that a juvenile would reoffend if his/her

case remains in the initiative for one month, two months, and so on up,.

to 15 months. The estimate is produced by cumulating the probabilities

sofreoffendingsin month one, month two, month three, and so forth.

The Maltz-McCleary model dodi not yield estimates close to the

ertwo procedures. It is based'on the average time to reoffense, for

those who reoffend, and the proportion who actually have reoffended at
4
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the maximum follow-tip period. From that data, the rather marked

curvilinear pattern in Figure 2 is 'producedi It should be emphasized

-"*"" that values produced by the Maltz-McCleary method are not clearly

interpreted as the probability that a juvenile will reoffend by time X..

The Stollmack-Harris model yields estimates quite similar to the cumulqtive
-

proportion approach.' The key parameter in the Stollmack-Harris model is
. .

the "failure rate" (the parameter, a) which 11 found by drviding'he total

number of offenses by:the total
amount of "person days" of risk lime.

The correlation (r) between the cumulative proportion reoffending and the

Stollmack-Harris estimates is .98 (Y m 1.90 ± .80X, with X being the

StollmaCk4erris data and-Y_the cumulative proportion).

.0Implications

r

Perhaps the major implication of the f egoing discussion is that

there is no clearly superior method f measuring "the" reoffense rate for '

juveniles in the restitution ini ative.

The total group reoffe e rate (i.e., the proportion of all referrals

who reoffend during th r time in the restitution projects
disregarding

of

time at risk) is o interest but the utility of this information is

limited stric to descriptive purposes. The total reoffense rate

of the re itution initiative cannot be compared to other initiatives;

e
0

e for one project cannot be compared to that Of another; the rate

r one group cannot be compared with the rate for another group, unless

time at risk is the same across the
aggregations that are being compared.,

Furthermore, the',calculation procedures that could be used at a time '
0

prior to when the bulk of the cases,actually
have closed contain potentially

serious bliSes.

28'
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Two of the techniques for estimating the probability of reoffehding,

as a function of time, seem to have considerable promise for resolving

analysis prOblems at bop the individual level and the group level. The

cumulative proportion reoffending at time lag zero through the maximum

time at risk is a potentially useful way of describing the reoffense

pattern for the initiative as a whole as well as for groups within the

initiative. The cumulative proportion estimates make the fewest assumptions

about the data ando in a sense, are closer to raw data than are any of '

the other techniques. The cumulative proportions approach does not assure

a constant failure rate (as do Stollmack and Harris) and does not require

equal.tracking time for all cases (as do Maltz and McCleary). The key

disadvantage of the cumulative proportion estimates is that the number

of cases declines rapidly in the longer follow-up periods and, when sub-

groups within the initiative are to be compared with each other the amount

of usable data results in only six to eight months of time `at risk.

The chief disadvantage of the Stollmack-Harris method is the assump-
.

tion of a constant failure rate. A.re-examination of column four, Tablp 1,

shows that the monthly failure rate appears to be declining with longer.

follow-up periods. Yet, the reader should notice that there are almost

400 cases which are still open as of the twelfth (and later) months in

the initiative. Undoubtedly, some of these youths will close with a

reoffense thereby pushing the monthly rates up to a level similar to tnose

observed in the earlier months.

This problemplus the fact that there is no stable downward trend,

means that a constant fail4e rate probably is abetter assumption than

is any other. If the failure rate is not assumed to be constant, then'

we have'no.good estimate of the.patte;n which it is following. ,Further
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buttressing the adequacy of assuming a constant failure rate is the marked fe
similarity between the reoffense rate estumates.from the cumulative propor-

tipn methodology (which does not assume a constant rate) and the Stollmack-

Harris method (Figure 2). For these reasons, the analysis presented in

subsequent sections wIll utilize the tollmack-Harris m?thodology and,

when appropriate, will compare the results of it with the cumulative propor-

Lion estimates.

yr

30 .
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PROJECTIONS OF IN-PROGRAM REOFFENSE RATES

FOR TEE JUVENILE RESTITUTION INITIATIVE

The estimates of the proportion of juveniles who will reoffend during -

the time they are participating im one of the restitution p;ojects depends

on two factors: the probability of reoffending if "at risk" for one

month, two months, and so on; and, the probability of being "at risk" for.'"

one month, two months, and so on. As explained in the previous section,

seemingly simple and straightforward ways of 'calculating the ial;rogram

reoffense rate are inaccurate because of the fact that not all of the.

cases have been closed. Of the cases that had closed by the end of

April, 1980, 9.7 percent had reofferded, but this estimate is probably too,

high because reoffending is sufficient cause to justify early termination,

4: a case. Thus, case closures (as of this date) Will contain more

reOffenses than one would expect to find after all the cases have reached

-

a normal termination period.`"7"---

Another way of estimating the reoffense rate to divide the total

number of offenses by the total number of referrals. This yields a

reoffense rate of 5.5 percent--a figure that is to...low because many of

'7...""the cases have not' had much follow-up time yet.

Because of these problems, an alternative technique for estimating

the in-program reoffenSe rate used. It is based on a relatively

simple calculation procedure: i'ne number of cases expected tobe at

risk, in each time lag, is multiplied by the proportion of cases expected

to reoffend in that time period. The sum of these represents, the total

number of referrals expected to reoffend while in the restitution°procram.

Two estimates are needed to make the calculations the proportioR of

cases expected to reoffend and the number of cases expected to be

79-489 0-81--21
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at risk" in each time period beyond referral.
4

Data needed.to estimate the number of cages at risk, felk.each time

period beyond referral, is in Table 4. Tee first column Vows bhe

numbrer of youths in the "entry cohort" for each of the differbnt lag times

beyond referral. For example,.cam group that was tracked for less than

one month beyondlreferral Contained 9,255 cases; the group tracked for

one month beyond referral originally contained 8,726 cases; the group ."

tracked for three months originally contained 7,546 cases; and so on.

(These figures also are contained ir(Teble l'of Appendix A.)

The second column of Table shows the number of cases still in the

project after each lag time. And, the third columnlumn shows the proportion

of the entry group that are still in the prbject at each lag beyond

***"*""'"
referral.

These data awe graphed in Figure 3 (the solieline)* and a curve has

been fit to the data in order to smooth it and remove unnecessary error

variance (the dotted line). (The model used is Y aebt.) The final

column in Table 4 shows the predicted proportion of cases still in the

program at each time lag beyond referral.

The second estimate that is needed in order to project the reoffense

rate is the proportion of cases expected to reoffend at each time lag

beyond referral. Techniques of estimating the proportion reoffpding

ywerediscussed extensively in the last section and two of these (the

Stollmack-Harris. method and the cumulative proportion method) can'beu'sed.

It should be noted that both techniques generate a reoffense proportion

per unit of time (the value of a) as well as reoffense :roportions for

time zero '44 t
-at..

4me t (Pt ) For, the current erercise,..it is

the value of a that,shoula be used, rather than the value of Et.

o'
.
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-TASLE-..4.- 'CASE"--:CLOSUP".1.:-RATES

ZiOpoition . . 'PrudiCte'
.- ' liumber 6i-7-_ Nur66- i:or . -----:--Of.toilort .: _=Pro

;moat ; "Caselln- ..--- asei -still -is.- -I-still:1'n, -- Still In
te..:Piejeci-'. -- Project . ,. Pro)ecSince --, C4hoit Bt' . . -

Referral Entry 'Ac LA0;,t---` .At-,LAC---:t , il:!

6

6

4.6 4'

0

1

2

3

4

5.

9,255

8;726

8,130

7,546

6,862
..

6,269

9,255

8;756 -

6,473
.

. 4;931

3,572

2;713 -

.- 93.41 :

79.62. . ......

,*-
, --.

- 65:35

52.05

_-_,.

43.28
. ..-

6 5,547 1.,988 . i5 --.94

, 7 4,794 1,441 30:06

8 4,240 1,078 25.42

w .

..9. 3,584 799 22.29

10 2,933 594 20.25

''l1 2,230 ., 415 18.6

12 1,424' 214 15.0

13 871 120 13.8 '

4. Ott

14 417 42 10.1

15 197 23

102-

e,-. S7 -

w
---.....-

74-_
._-

63
_

53 .-

45 : -

._

33 '

28.

24

'20

17

15

12

16.5.

17
he predicted proportion was found using tne formula Pc ,aebt. The
values of the parameters are a = 10179, b = -.16. The correlation
with the obsd!ved proportion Cr) is .99.

33

,)0- 3 NI

r+



Proportion
of- Cases

niiik

it-s

FIGURE 3. PROPORTION, OF CASES "NI' '

Observed

Predicted

9

i.

0

'4
1

Months
Beyond

Referi'a1. -

?



321

Calculations needed to develop the reoffense" estimates are shown in

Table 5. The first column contains the expetted number of cases at bask

(Pc) each) in time lag; the second column Contains the Stollmack-Harris

estimate of the proportion reoffending in each time lag (Pm = .0136 x Pe);

the third column shows the cumulative proportion estimates of offending

(P
m

7 .0118 x P
c
); and the final two columns show the estimated number of

youths expected to reoffend in each month. (See Appendix A for additional

details on how the monthly reoffense rate for the cumulative proportion

i'methtd was calculated.)

A summary of the in-Program reoffense rate is in Table p. The

Stollmack-sHarris model indicates t)a 780 of the original 9,255 referrAs

eventually will reoffend before their cases are closed by the programs.

This is a reoffense rate estimate of 8.44 percent. The-cumulative

proportion method indicates that 620 Of the original 9,255 youths will

reoffend prior to case closure for a reoffense rate of 8.86 vercent. And,

as shown in the summary figures of Table 6, the expected average time at

risk is 6.19 months and the median time at risk is expected to be 4.25

months.

Although the estimated in-program reoffense rate is of considerable

interest, it is not advisable to compare the reoffense rate of the

restitution initiative with simiTar data from otner programs because the

amount of 'time in the programs varies considerarll. As discussd previously,

programs in which the puveniles spend more time will tend to have higher

in-piograrn reoffense rates than programs in which the youth spehd less

time.

In order to compare the restitution initiative witil Other programs,

it is neoesslary to estimate the- rate of in-program reoffending for tacil

P
35
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TABLE 5. liSTIPAT= 1-311374.9 PrOrrtXST MATTI

itollsack.
Harris Cumulative

Expected Predictions Proportion Stollnack- CumulatpsProportion of Proportion Predictions Harris Proportionmonths of Cases heoffending of Aniffending Estimates EstimatesBeyond at !tisk Per Month (9 ) Per MOZth (P ) of Offenses of OffensesReferral (fA) (.0136 PA)m (.0116 pc)i. (9,255 x P.) (9,25S VA
9,255 x .0155)

(143)

0 102 .014 .0120
(65) (55)

1 87 .012 , -0103' 111 96.3.

2 74 ,010 .0087 42.5 60.5
3 , 63 .0086 .0074 79.6 68.5
4 S3:6.

ee .0072 .0063 66.6 58.3
5 45 .0061 .0053 56.5 49
6 38 .0052 ...

it

, , .0045 46.1 41.6
7 33 .0045 0039 41.6 36.1
e 28 .0038 .0033 35.2 30.5
9 24 .0033 .0028 30.5 25.9

10
20 .0021 .:0024 25.0 22.2

S 11 17 .0023 .0020 21.3 18.5
V.12 15 .0026 . .0018 18.5 16.6

0.1.:.
12 12 .0016 .0314 14.8 12.9
14 10.5 .0014 -.-6o12 12.9 11.1
15 9.2 .0012 .0011

All
12.1 10.2

16 7.9 .0011
10.2 8.3

17

. -.

6.7

....,..... . .._ ...,

.0009 9

.0009

.0008 6.3 . 7.4...1

I18 .5.7 .00077 .0017 7.2 6.5
19 4.9 'AL .00066 .0006 5.5 5.5
20 4.1 .00756 .0015 5.2 4.6
21 11.S .00047 .0014 4.3 3.7
22 3.0 .00041 .0004 3.6 3.7
23 2.6 .00035 .0003 3.2 2.8
24 2.2 .0003 .0003 2.8 2.8

Totals
16 780/%2:: . 820/9.255

6.86'
1,
re refers SA the predicted proportion of

cases rersining Open at each time point
(CA 101.79 ii.16t). The 5tollmack-Harris predicted number of offenses is fca where
a is'Ireiailuri rate, Perronth,of .0136: The CUMIlatiye proportion predicted numner
is cb a where b is the expected f.Silure rate,

per month, of .0116 and a is a constant
of .0155 (see Appendix A).
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TABLE 6. SUMMARY OF IN- PROGRAM REOFFENSE ESTIMATES AND TIME AT RISK ESTIMATES'

Expected
Number of Number of

Referrals Offenses

1,

% Reoffending

Average Mediap
Time at Risk Time at Ribk

Stollmack-Harris
- Expected In- Program .1
Reoffenses 9,255 780 0 8.40 6.2 Months

f

Cumulative Proportion
Expected In-Program
Reoffenses

,

-..,,

9,255 E20 :8.86 6.2 Moitths 4.25*Onths GO
.

GO
IN2

. N.,

4.25 Months

'tT

P

a
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of several different
amounts of time at risk. By holding constaht the

amount of time spent in the programs,
one can compare the reoffending

rat*of different projects er groups-as if each spent the same amount-of

time in the programs.
m

The Stollmack-Harris reoffending rate of 1.36 percent pertbonth

was used to generate estimates
of the probability of reoffending for

time lags of one month,
two months, three months, and so on up to 15

months. The results of this analysis
("see Table 7) show that the expected

reoffense rate is,about foui percent for programs in which the.eases are

open for three months; 7.8 percent
if cases are open for six months; and

slightly more than 15 percent-if youths stay in the initiative fo;.,,,a year.

These figures are obtained with thesPforniUla
Y,= 1-6-A where a is

the reoffense rate, per month, of .0136 and't is the-number of months in

1;the initiative. This formula is simply a calculation procedure that

removes cases from the population when the casereoffendseP

For example, the prtportion who reoffend in the first month (146

percent) are removed from the population so that, in the second month,

98.6,'percent of the cases are "at 'risk" and 1:36 perOent of these (1.34

perbent) Are expected to reoffend This, in turn, leaves 87.25 percent of

the original cohorttat risk for the-third month'. (Hand calculations.mi;1
1

.

1, .
.

not exactly reproduce the results obtained froM the formula becaue time,

in the formula, istreated'as
a continuous variable.)

A '

Although the figures in the first column of Table77:a;; appropriate'

for some purposes, it,also is useful to calculate the proportion expected

to reoffend at different time lags
as if reoffenders were net, removed

from the population wheh they reOffene(see
the second columnof Table 7)..!.

.These.ligures Are found by ;multiplying
monthly,reoffense ratesof

' ea-
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TABLE 7. IN-BRCGRAM,REOFFEBSE RATE ESTIMATES

FOR VARIABLE LENGTHS OF TIME IN THE INITIATIVE

Estimated Proportion

Number of Months From Reoffending (If Cases Close

Referikl to Closure Due to Reoffendihgr

<1

1

2

4

5

6

9

10

11

12

'13

Estimated,8roportion
Reoffenditg (If Cases Do Not
dose Due to Reoffending)

.68

'1.15

.68

1.36

2.67 2.72

.3.98 4.08

' 5.28 5.44

6.55 6.80

7.81 8.16

'9.05 9.52

10.28 10.88

11.48 12.24 I

12.68

13.85 '14.96

15.01 16.32

16.15 17.68

17.28 19.04

18.40 20.40

iFigures in the first col= are found with the formula Y 1-e
-at

where a .0136 and

t is the =her of months to closure. Figures the second colucn are found with

the formBla Y at wheme,a- :0136 and t is the nunher of month, to qlosure.

9

a.
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.0136 by the number of months "at risk."

Proper intempretation of these.various reoffek rates isquite

important. The overall, in-program reoffense rate for the restitution

initiative is expected to be about eight or nine percent. This figure

should not be used to compare the restitution projects with any other

program, however, unless the other program has an averaga,risk time

equivalent to that of the restitution programs (about 6.2 months) and

takes similhr kinds of juvenile offenders.

If one wishes to compare the restitution reoffense rate with that

of some other program (or with p project within the initiative), the

'data from Table 7 should be used and only if one is confident that the

types of juveuiles are relatitrely equivalent. To compare the initiative

with another program which terminates cases as they reoffend, one would

use the figures in the first column of Table 7. To compare with a

program in which cases are not terminated when they reoffend, the fig u res

in the second column should be used.

0'

40
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COMPARISON OF REOFFENSE RATES FOR SUBGROUPS

IN THE JUVENILE RESTITUTION INITIATIVE

The primary purpose of this section is to compare the expected

reoffense rates of various subgroups in order to describe the likelihood

of reoffending for each group and to identify the characteristics of the

high risk referrals. As has been stressed throughout this paper, the

methodology will involve controls for dif'ferences in time at risk.. Thus,

group comparisons will be presented in terms of the estimated reoffense

rates at one month beyond referral, two months, three months, and to on.

Because average time at risk is about six months, the reoffense rate at

sic months will be used as an overall summary measure.

Characteristics of t49subgroups included in the analysis are:

nember of prior offenses, seriousnesp of the offense that led to referral,

4010 age, race, gender, school status, family income, and degree of court

control over the youth.

Before turning to these topics, however, it will be useful to present

a descriptive profile of the types of reoffenses committed by the youths

and the way in which these reoffenses compare with the entry offense.

Description of Reoffenses

The most common type of reoffense is burglaiS, (see Table 8) followed

by larceny. These two kinds c5 offenses are responsible for 45 _percent

of the total reoffenses. The victimless category, with.16.5 percent, is

the third largest. Approximately one-third of the victimless offenses

were probation violations (37) and the others are'drug, alcohol, traffic,

.runiWay, and other similar kinds of misbehavior. Less than 10 percent

Ai
of the reoffenses are in the highly serious categories of assault

41
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TABLE 8. 'TYPES OF REOFFENSES1

Type
Number of
Reoffenses.

Proportion of All
Reoffenst,

Burglary

Larceny

. or.

143

129

23.8

21.5

Van4ilisn! 20 3.3

Auto Theft. 49 8.2

Assault 26 4.3

Robbery 22 3.7

Rape. 3 0.5

Other personal Offenses 14 2.3

Other Property Offenses 57 9.5

Other Minor Offenses 28 4.7

Victimless 99 16.5

Uscodable 10 1.7

1-
The number of offensgseln this Table differs from the number in
previous Tables-because the file was updaqd before this computer run.

C,

4: Cs
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(4.3 percent), robbery (3.7 percent) and rape (.5 percent). Other personal

offenses conititut 2.3 percent of the total and other prioperty offenses

comprised 9.5 percent of the total.

The reoffense data has been arranged in Table 9 so that some Informa-

tion can be obtained on whether reoffenders are committing offenses more
'0

or less serious than the offense of referral., Before turning to a discus-

sion of Table 9,however, it should be pointed,out that we'do not obtain

ataon-the-amount-of-icss for-reaffenses. fhA Tatk-6T-InfaiMation on

value of,loss severely limits the analysis of upward and downward movement

oin seriousness from referral to program closure. The data in Table 9,

therefore, should be viewed mainlyias a descriptive overview of Leoffend-

,

ing patterns within broad referral categories rather than as a-rigorous

analysis of Shifts in offense seriousness.

The data in Table 9 suggest that most reoffenders in the initiative

have been returned to court wi offense roughly equal in seriousness

. or less serious than the referral offe se. Ranking e offenses in

order of declining seriousness (using Uniform Crime eport standards)

68.5 percent of the reoffenders had a reoffense ro hry equal to or less

serious than their referral offense. Most youths iNe more likely to

recommit the same kind of offense than tpey are, to core A an} other

particular type. For example, of the burglars who reoffended while in

the programs, 32 percent committed another burglar} compared with 19

percept who Committed a larceny, twc percent vandalism, and eight.percent
.

auto Apft. Also, the burglars who reoffended were not very likely to

commit seriou; personal crimes as only 8.2 percent of the reoffenses

were in this category.

Persons who entered the programs on larceny convictions were more

43
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TABIZ 9. RBOITENSE or REPLARAL (AMUSE

RsorremsE

_ Other Other Not TotalAuto . .. OtherittritePAL Orlials0- Jape, Mohbnry AAsault Burglary
larceny *Thole Vandalism tilOn _Wettelessal Property ntnor Codable Recidivists

Ands . I
50%

0 0 .0
7

O 0 0 0 0 0 251%
100%

1 7

9
3 9

1,)"" 1.4% 24.11 3.4% 24.1% 10.3% 10.3% 31 1 9.4i 3.4% 10.3% 103.3%
0 , 29

100%

Anstult o 1

1.6% 1759% 10.7% 14.3% 3.6% . 7.1% 3.6% 10.7% 791% 21.4%
4. 28

100%

y 7 +61 37 16 -,.. 4 3 19 25 3
nurglar '

.1

0
5% 1.4% 4.1% 9

193.1% 51.6% 19.i% 0.3% 2.1% 1.5% 9.8% 47% 13% 1.6%
4,

100%
.f.

,

Lai--
29.1% 29.1%

31 42 9

3.5% 3.5%
5 6 0 26 5

21.7% 29.4% 6.3%
5

4.2% 5.6% 18.2% 3.5% .
143

100%r

' Auto Theft 2 . 1 14 10 .12 2 3 7 9 2
681 7.1% 1.5, 20.4% 14.7% 17.6% 2.9% 2.9% 10.3% 299% 13.2% 2.9%

100%,
i 0

licolallso
53

0 2 11 14 4 2
3.01

,
,-20.8% 26.1% - 7.8% 3.8% .31.9% 11%

.1 6

7,
9

5% 17%
100%

Other Personal Offenns
. ,

Other Property Offense,

Other Minor Offenses

Victimless

Trims

0 1 1

,f,11 7.6 2n.:9 020.6%
0 0 0

14.23% '14271

1 3 \ 9, 7

18.11% 14.41

, s

1n
16.71 / 14.7% 0

2 3 7

4.2% 211% 22.9% , 6,34 14.6%

114.7% 0., 0.

1:
1

5% 10 70% 5% ,

0 0 0 0 r

2 22 24 143 129 49 20 , 14 57 28
.5% 2.71 4.3% 23.8% 21.5% 17.20 3.3% 2.2% 9.5% 4.7%

2

14

1001

0 48
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13.3% 6

10
so%
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likely to recommit larcenies than any other offense: 29 percent compared

with the next most common reoffense which was burglary, 21.7 percent.

The reoffense patterns of youths who enter the program with

convictions on serious personal offenses (assault, robbery, rape) are
4

similar: 25 percent of the reoffenses are for serious personal crimes.

Prior Offenses and Reoffending

Analysts of the in-program reoffending rates Indicates that reoffenses

are more common among juveniles who have had a more extensive criminal

V

history than among first offenders

cYouths with no offenses prior o the one that resulted in the

referral to.the restitution program have an estitated nonthly reoffense

rate of one percent (see Table 10). The monthly reoffense rate increases

as the number of prior offenses increases: juveniles with one prior

have an expected,monthly reoffense rate of 1.Z percent; with two priors

it increases to 1.65 percent; and those with three or more prior offenses

have an expeted reoffense rate of 2.4.percent per month.

The monthly rates shown in Table 10 are based on the Stollmack-Harris

calculations discussed previously. The total "months at risk" of all

%W. f,

juveniles with no prior offenses, for example, is 18,259 months. This is

.

divided Into the number of offenses committe4 by'youths with no priors

(184) to produce the monthly rate of one percent.

i

A proper interpretation o: the ponthly rate is-that this is the

expected proportion of youths who will reoffend each month in the initiative.

Thus, the proportion cbmulates: over time. Using the Stollmack-Harris
0

formula the proportion of youths expec4..ed to reoffend at anytime between

.referral and six months of program experience is shown in Table 10. With

no Dr,2:ffenses, tie estimated six-mosnthreoffense rate is six percent

45
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TABLE 10. REOFFENSE RATES, BY PRIOR OFFENSES).

a
Number of Prior Offenses

N 9,365
No .

Priors
, Ong
Prior

Two

Priors
Three or More

Priors

Estimated
Monthly

Reoffense .

Rate,

Estimated
Proportion
Rpoffending
Within 6 Mos.

No. of

Referrals

No. of

Offenses

No. of "Youth
Months" of
Risk Time

1.0%

6% -

4,356
(47%)

184-

18,259

1.4%

8%

1,921

(21%)

119

8,,333

1

-
1.65%

9%

1,089

(12%-)

78

4,741

2.4%

1,999
(4%)

6117

9,033

I).The monthly reoffense rate estpclate is calculated as k/Nt where k
'is the numhfr of offenses and Nt, is the number of "youth months"-Of

' risk time for all referrals. The proportion reoffending within six '

months is calculated es'Y = 1 - e-at'where a is the monthly reoffense
rate described above0Ind t is set at six months. (This is the
Stollmack-Barris est4mation procedure.) Differences shoun'here are
significant at the .001 level.

1:

r:

r

I
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but climbs to eight percent and 13 percent for juveniles with thiee or

more priors.
c

The expected reoffense rate for one through 12 months is shown in

Figure 4: The reader can-determine the reoffense rate for any amount of

time in the initiative--up to 12 months- -from Figure 4. Consider, for

example, the juveniles who remain in the initiative one full year the

proportion expected tO.reoffend is slightly than 11 percent fbr those

with no prior offenses; 16 pluent for youths with one prior offense; 1S,

Percent for those with two priOrs; and 2S percent for juveniles with three

or more priors.

- The small number of cases with three, four, five, and six prior

offenses p luded full analysis of these categories sepaiately from one

another at this time. However, preliminary examination of these data do

not reveal substantial differences it the reoffense rates as the number

of priors increases beyond three (see Table 11). The expected six-month

reoffense rate,is 13 percent for Aveniles with three or four priors; 15
6

percent for those with five priors; and 14 percent for juveniles with

six ,or more prior offenses,

Seriousness of the Referral Offense

Although youths with a higher number of prior offenses are more likely

to reoffend, the data do not,sho> linat youths uno comrattedrore serious

offenpes constitute a greater-rsk of reoffendng than do youths with
11

less serious offenses. Reoffense rate estimates for juveniles in each

of several "seriousness" categories are shown in Table 1:. Tne expected
T .

six-month reoffense rates range from a low of 4.3 percent (for minor

offenses that cannot be cla ssified either as property or as persona)

to a high of 12.4 percent (for minor personal offenses).'
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FIGORF. 4. EXPECTED REOFFENSE RATES, BY PRIORS, FOR ONE THROUGH iWELVE,M0 NM'S OF "RISK TIME"
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TABLE 11. DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF THREE OR MORE PRIOR OFFENSES'

Three

Number of Piior Offense's

, Four Five Six or More

Estimated
Monthly
Reoffense
Rate

Estimated
Proportion
Reoffending
Within 6 Mos.

No. of
Referrals

No. of
Offenses

Ng. of "Youth
Months" of

2.3%

13%.

698

72

3,111

2.3%

13%.

411

43

1,898

2.6%

15%

282

34
7

1,287

2.5%

14%

608

68

2,73
Risk Time

"The monthly reoffense rate estimate is calculated as k/Nt where
k is the number of offenses and Ntdis the number of "youth months"
of risk time for all referrals. The proportion reoffending
within six months is calculated as Y = 1 - e-at where a is the
monthly rebffense Ate described above and t is set it six months.
(This is the Stollmack- Harris estimation procedure.) "
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TABLE 12. 'IMMENSE RATES, BY SERIOUSNESS or wean orremsol,

Victimless

Minor Off

Ceperal Property Personal

iioderate

Property
Serious

Property
Serious
Personal

Estimated
Monthly
sentient.,

P.c. (11

estimated
Proportion
Rentkesaling

:within 6
Months '(0) ".

Ho. of

Referrals

Mo. oh
Offenses

No; of 'Youth
Months' of

1.7

9.6

263

19

1.126

0.7

4.3

gi

154

5

601

1.6

6.9

1,131

67

4,304

2.2

12.4

210

19 *

862,

1.6

9.3

2,657

175

10.738

1.4

6.1

2,771

115

12,381

1.6

9.0

360

26

1.655

Very Serious Offenses

Property Personal

1.3 1.3

7.6 - 7.6 NI

1,656

109

323

19

8,256 1,426

''The monthly reni(ense rece estimate is calculated as k/Nt where k is JAR ntmher of offenses and Nt is the numb's. of
'youth stalths' of rl,k 11fte for .11 referrals. The proportion reoftendIng within six months is calrldsted ae Y,1 -0 -at
where A 11 the monthly renttebse rate described above and t ts set ski six months. (This is the Stollmack-Mnrrls
estematien procedule.) notinitions for the seriousness categories are given below,.Troballonviolations,
Ia) Victimless. Inellelem traffic accidents or tickets, status offenses, drugs, alcohol, gambling. prostitution, and

(b1 Minor General, Hiner offenses not easily classified as property,OR8PSrSonsl, such as disorderly conduct.
lc) Minor Property) Any property offense with loss/dm...awl of $10 or less except burglary And arson.
OM iiinorPersomals Resisting or olmitructing an officer, coorcion,,hnsini,-other similar MR pars 11 off
(erhodetate Property, Burglaries and arsons with loss/damage of $10 or leas and any other CEP° of property offense

with loss/dnemge of $11 to $?50.
If) Ser1us promtr, nurglarles and arson, with 10Sn/damage (+filly $250 end any other property offense will loss/

damage greater than $250
Co) Very Serious Prnprtys Burglaries and arsons with loss/damage of $250 or more.(1,1 ierinun personal, unarmed robberies and nonaggrownted'as,fults with loss of $250 or loss.
(Wvery Serious Pervloalt Unarmed robberies and nonagerawated assaults with losses exceeding $250 and all OCR Pert I

Perm's.' erine, inei1.1101 cape. armed robbery. aggravated assault.

et
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Juveniles who committed offenses..classified as very serious property

and very serious personal have an expected rate of 1.3 reoffenses per

month and an expected six-month rate of 7.6 percent. Persons committing

'serious property or serious personal offenses have expected six:Month

reoffending rates of 8.1 and 9.0 percent, respectively. These rates are
4

not substantially different than those for youths committing minor or

moderate property offenses (8.9 and 9.3 percent, respectively).

Figure 5 contains a graph of the reoffense rates for youths whose

referral offense was a serious or very serious personal offerise. (The
o

serirusness scale currently being used in this and other analyses does

not include a categori, of "moderately" seriou4ersonal crimes.) Although

the results in Figure 5 should be viewed as prelimanary rather tkan,fifial,

the current indication is that reoffense rates are somewhat lower for

juveniles who committed the more serious personal offenses.
\

A similar pattern, thougenot as marked, was found for property

offenses (see Figure 6). The probabilityZreoffending is slightly

greatei ,for juveniles who committed v,r;itr or moderate property, offenses

than it is for those Who =emitted serious and very serious property

offenses.

Backgtound Characteristics

1

,1Alsummary of the estimated reoffense rates by sex, race, school

stairs age, and iricmg is presented in Table 13e t;ve detailed informa-

-,
tion is contained in Table'14a4 Figures 7 through 9.

Even though there are some'Aifferences in the peoportion,expected
; *

to reoffend across the varioutatecories shown in Table 13,.the,Major

concltsion4rom the preliminary analysis is that these types of back-

ground characteristics are pot related to the probability of_committing'

51
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TABLE 13. SUMMARY OF RSOFFENSE RATES.
.1

BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS, Ca:TROLL/NG 72,!E AT KIM*

e
Months at RisK

One Three Six Nine Twelve

%

Reoffending Reoffending Reoffending Reoffending Reoffending

Sax

Male 1.41 4 15 8.14 11.95 15.61
renal* 1.26 3 71 7 28 10.72

a
14.03

RA92.

Whit*
. 1.36 4.0 7.84 11.52 15.06

Son-White 1.51 4.43 8 66 12.71 f 16 57

School Status

Full-Time
Not in School'

1.29
1.57

3.80
4.6

7.45

8.99
10.96
13.18

14.34
17.17

47$16

14 and Yo.ngec 1.35 3.97 7.78 11.44 14.96
15 1.53 4.48 8 76 12.85 16.76
16 1.39 4.07 7.98 11.70 15 30
17 or More' 1.35 3.97 7 78 11.44 . 14.96

Income

Less than 06,000 1.50 4.40 t' 8.61 12.63 16.47
06.000-59,000 1.73 5.06 9.86 14.40 18.75
S10,000-513,999 1.34 3 94 7.73 11.36 14.e5
514.000-519,999° 1.41 4.14 8.11 11.92 15.57
$20,000 and More

o

1.17 3.45 6.78 9.99 13 10

1
The prOortion reoffending at each time leg is calculated ult.), the formula 1 1 -e a`
where a is.the reoffense ;rate (.C136, and t Is :re muntrs at risk. Tne difference
or reolfendl-g for sc.lcol status .5 stat:s7.1cal2 s.gn.ficart .04,. sc -e of
tne other cifferences are significant,at ,05 :eve_.

4

3 14
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subsequent offenses.

The monthly reoffense rates of males and females are quite similar

(1.4'percent to 1.3 percent), and, by siic months, there is less than one

percent differente in the expected reoffense rate (8.14 percent for males

and 7.28 percent for females). Figure 7 shows the expected proportion

reoffending for males and, females at each time point beyond referral. AS

mentioned previously, this is interpreted to show the proportion reoffend-
J..

ing if the case remains open for that length of time. Additional lnforma-.

tion on males and females is in Table 14.

White and non-white youths do not differ substantially in the prob-

..- 0

ability of reoffending (see Tables 13 and 14 and Figure 8). Non-white

youths have a slightly higher monthly reoffense rate (1.5 to 1.4 percent),

but by six months there is still less than one percent difference in the

proportion expected to reoffend (8.66 percent to 7.84 Percent), and at

the end of one full year there is a difference of about 1.5 percent

between the two groups.

Whether the3tivenile is in school or not has some bearing on the
C

likelihood of reoffending but, as with the other social and demographic

indicators, the differences are not sizable. At six months, the expected

- reoffense rate is about 7.5 percent for youths regularly enrolled rn

school and about 9 percent for those who are not in school. (Additional

4nfo...ationon.school status is in Table 14 and Figure 9.)

Slight -differences in reoffending are observed for youths of different

ages with the 15-year-olds having the highest probability of committing

subsequent offenses. a 1.5 percent per ronth rate which produces an

expected 8.76 percent-reoffense rate by six months (see Table 13). The

,youngest, (14 and under)' and oldest (17 o: more) youths are equally likely

e.

4.

'1 4
L.) 4
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TABLE 14. DETAILED INFORMATION ON BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND REOFFENDING1

Characteristic
Estimated Monthly
Reoffense Rate

. ,

Estimated Proportion
Reoffending Within

Six Months
Number of
Referrals

Number of
Offenses

NUmber of "Youth

Months" of
0 Risk Time.

SEX
.

Male 1.41 8.1 -8,562 -_
524 ' 37,050

Female 1.26 7.3 1,005 54 4,299'

RACE-

White 1.4 7.8 6,794 393 11,640

Nonwhite 1.5 .8.7 2,611 . 176 28,9050

a P.0.1

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE

In School 1.3 7.5 6,903 384

.

29,781

Not In School

AGE

14 and Younger

' 1.6

1.35

a ',,,

9.0

7.8

1,829

1,781 4

127

106

8,066

7,850

4

15 1.50 8.8 1,843 125 8,177

16 1.40 8.0 s 2:383 , 144 10,388

17 and Older 1.354° 7.8 3,524 '199 14,744

1
The monthly reoffense rale estimate is calculated as )(At where k is, the number of offenses and Nt is the number
of "youth months" df rinkotime for 1111 referrals. The proportion reoffending within six months_is calculated as
'Yml-e-atwhere dig the monthly reoffense rate desciibed above and t is set at six months. (This is the Stollmack-
Harris estimation procedure.)

3 4 7
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to reoffered. The monthly rate for these two groups is 1.35 percent,
.

which translates into a 7.78 percent rate if the.pases are open for six

months..

The evidence concerning the relationship between income and the

probability of reoffending is not easily interpreted at this time. As

shown in Table 13, juveniles from families wiik lower incomes arse some-

what more likely to reoffered than are those from families with higher

incomes, but the relationship is not consistent nor linear across the

income categories. The highest reoffeni is for juveniles ;rdm

_families in thp $6,000 to-4999 category (1.73 percent per month; 9.86

percent within six months), and the lowest rate is for youths from

families making $20,000 or more per year (1.17 per month and &.78

six months). Even between these two groups, the estimated difference at

six months of three percent is not great enough to be of much relevance

in terms of program policies. Additional information about income and

reoffending is in Table 15.

Reoffending and Court Contro:

Juvenlie courts that are participating-in the OJJDP restitution

initiative use several di fferent kinds of. court actions in addition to

requiring that restitution be 'Ma e to victims. A few cc-rts permit

juveniles to participate in .the ..estitutior program without any other

. sanction or requirements, althogh most of the juriSdictions place the

youths on probation. Many courts use suspended commitment (along with

probation and restitution) as the disposition for juveniles referred to

t

the projects.

Reoffending rates of juveniles for whom restitution was the sole

sanction imposed by the court (see Table 16) c.vms 5.7 percent at the six-
'.

60
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TABLE 15. REOFFENDING RATES, EY INCOME 1

Less than
$6,000

$6,000 to
$9,999

$10,000 to
$14,999-04.

$15,000 to
$19,999

$20,000 and
More

Estimated Monthfy
Reoffense Rate

Estimated Proportion
Reoffending Within,

1.5%

8.6%

1.7%

9.9%

1.3%

7.7%

1.4%

8.1%

1.2%

6.8%6 Months

O .

No. of Referralq-

No. of Offenses

-
No. of "Youth MOnths"
of Risk Time

1,129

81

5,410

1,045

82

4,748

1,163

68 .

5,073

974

59

'4,191 5,20-s"

....CO
. W.

--I

1
The monthly rtoffense rate estimate is calculated as k/Nt where k is the number of offenses and Ntip the numbe of "youth months" of ask time.for all referrals. The proportion reoffendilig within
six mOnths is calculated as Y 1-- e-at wliera a is the monthly

reoffense.rate described., above andt is set at.'six months,. (This is the Stollmack:Narris estimation procedure.)
o

O
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TABLE 16 REOFFENDING RATES BY DE 60URT CONTROL'

Sole Sanction
Restitution

Probation and Suspended Commitment
Restitution and Restitution

, Estimated Monthly
Reoffense Rate 4

Estimated Proportion
Reoffending Within
6 Months

0.98%

5.7%

.

8.15%
.

2.32%

1.3.2%

No. of Referrals 1,228 6,735 434

No. of Offenge(s .4

No. of "Youth Months"
of. Rink Time

.444 429 44

4,507 30,285

1The monthly reoffense rate estimate is calcul ted as k /Ne where k is the number of
.4 offenses and Nt is the number of "youth month " of risk time for all referrals., The
proPortion reoffending within six months is ea culated as Y 1 - e-at where a is the

monthly'reoffense rate described. above and t i set at six months. (This is the
Stollmack-Marris estimation procedure.) Differences shown here are significant hyend

the .01 level.

4.4
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month time point, whereas the six-month reoffending rate for'youths who

were required to make restitution and also were on probation was 8.15

percent. Youngsters who were on probation and whose disposition included

a suspended commitment (usually inditating intensive probation) reoffended

at an even higher rate: 13,2 percent for a six-month time period.

These results could be interpreted in several ways. One interpreta-

tion is that juveniles are less likely to reoffend if the court holds

them "accountable" for their offense but imposes no other sanctions,

conditions, or requirements. A second interpretation is that juvenile

court judges and probation officers are able to determine which youths

are a "good risk" and which ones are more likely to reoffend. The

sentencing recommendations reflect these a priori judgments in such a

way that the "good risks" are givee restitution as a sole sanction, the

"moderate" risks are placed on probation and required to make restitution),

whereae"the "poor risks" are required to make restitution, placed on

probation, and carrl an explicit threat of commitment throucnout their

time in the program. If this explanation is vorrect, then the relation-
.

ship between reoffending and the degree of court control is due to

selection-eriteria. And, the implication that greater degree of court

control increases 'reofirnding would not be valid.

Still a third possibexplanOgion is thht restitution projects do

not 'become aware of sLbsIquent offenses for "sole sanction" louths to

the Same extent that the3 oezome aware cf subsequent offenses for youtns

who are on probation or suspended comratments. If so, then the degree of

"undercount" in reoffending world be more extensive for the sole sanction

group, thereby producing the results shown in Table 16. .

( Of particular concern is tne pcssicili.ty that youths who are More

63

79-489' 0-81--23

41.
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likely to reoffend tend to be placO on suspende tment, whereas

those less likely to reoffend are given "sole sanction" restitution,

Preliminary examination of the data does not support this interpretation

for the higher reoffense rates of the suspended commitment andvprobation

groups in compariSon with the sole sanction group.

Considering only the youths who have no prior offenses, those given

sole sanction restitution orders reoffeid at a six-month rate of 4.6

percent, whereasothose on probation reoffend at a ratesof 6.7 percent,

and the,ones with suspended commitment (and probation and restitution)

reoffend,at a rate of 11.5 percent within six months. This information

is shown in Table 17 and Figure 10. , The same pattern holds for youths

with one andStwo,priors: reoffense rates are lowest for the group with

the least amount of court control and highest for the group with the

greatest amount of official control. Juveniles with three or more priors
it

show exactly the same pattern except that the overall rate of reoffending

is higher. Still, as shown in Table 17 and Figure 10t thr-Sole sanction

group reoffkds at a six-month rate of 11 percept compared with 13 percent

and 16.5 percent for the other two groups.

These results concerning the potential negative impact of court

control over youths in trle restitution program should be'viewed with I

considerable caution and skepticism at this time due to the possibility
.,-

that differenceeieselectIon factors have not been complete13, controlled

and the possibility that data, collection problems differ among the three

groups. Further analysis and investigation pertaining ;o the effect df

coat control on in-program reoffesill be undertaken in subsequent

reports.

s, /
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TABLE 17. REOFFENSE RATES BY DEGREE OF COURT CONTROL,
CONTROLLING FOR PRIOR OFFENSES

,

"
Sole Sanction Probation and Suspended Commltment
Restitution Restitution and Restitution

% ,Reoffending % Reoffending Reoffending

NoiRcior Offenses

Monthly Rate 0.79 1.16 2.04
6-Month Rate 4.62 6.72 11.52
12-Month Rate 94 39 12.99 4,72.
No. of Cases (662) (2,802) (126)

One Prior Offense

Monthly Rate 1.35 1.44 1.45
6-Month Rate 7.78 S.29 , 8.31
12-Month Rate 14.95 15.89, 15.93
No. of Cases (214) (1,426) (94) ,

Two Prior Offenses

Monthly Rate 0.0 1.65 2.84

6-Month Rate 0.0 9.42 15.65
12-Month Rate 0.0 17.95 26.85
do. of Cases (108) (829)

Three'or More

Monthly Rate 1.95 2.37 3.01
6-Month Rate 11.04 13.24 16.52
12-Month Rate 20.87 24.37 30.32

No. of Cases 4196) (1,451) (554)

65
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SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

The primary purposes of this paper were to estimate the proportion

of offenders who will commit subsequent offenses during the time the;

are under the jurisdiction of the restitution projects and to examine

the reoffending rates of various'subgroups population. Al-

though results f...f.om studies of in-program reoffendin5,ehould not De used,

alone, to assess the effectiveness of restit,tlon programs, tnIs analysis

can be used as an early indicatior of whether the rate of reoffending

is acceptably low. Additionally, the information oh reoffense rates for

different subgroups of juveniles under different program conditions

should be used as a diagnostic tool by protect erectors.

Two methodologies were used to measure the rate of in-program

..reoffending. One oh.4ese, commonly called tne Stollmack-harril metnod,
IG

produced an estimate of 8.4 percent whereas the other (a cumulative

proportion method) indicates that 6.6 percent of the youtns will reoffend
'-

during e time they are under the 3LrisdIction of the rrogram. 'Unfor-

tunately, most evaliatlons.of delinquency programs do t examine nor

'rOiort the rate of in=progral reoffending in such a manner that comparisons
'4:.4.:-Oacould be mad One estimates from tne restitution Initiative. Itmm s.

seems reasonmflec-nowever, to say that the reoffense rate is acceptanly

low, given the o;ferall level cf offender,olfetse seric.zsness and tie

fact that 3uveniles are in the programs for an average of six rontns.

Two of the ellg-fility screening,crLteria commonly used _n delinquency

programs-nuMber cf prior ,offenses and seriousness of theuimmediate

,

offense--wire examined to determine whetner there are any differences in

the rate cf. reoffendint for serious and less serious offenders. The

resultv"hou that the like) -nood of red:fending increases with the number
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prior offenses. The proportion expected to &offend within six months

of referral is six percent for first offenders, eight percent for youths

with one prior, nine percent for those with two priors? and 13 percent

for jtiveniles with three or more prior delinquency offenses. The rate

of reoffending, however, does.not seem to increase with increased,

seriousness of the immediate offense. those convicted of the serious

personal offenses of assault, tape, and robbery were slightly less likely
.

to reoffend than were juveniles convicted co2 less serious personal or

property offenses. Likewise, 3uvenileSconvicted of very serious property

offenses (burglaries or arsons with losses of $250 or more) were some-

what less likely to reoffend than were )uveniles convicted of less

serious property offenses.

One clear. implication of these findings is that seriousness of

*OW
the immediate offense should not be used as an automatic criterion for

determining youths to be ineligible for restitution programs. The risk

of reoffending does not increase with the seriousness of tae offpse.

The implication of these results for use of.prior offenses as a

screening device is somewhat less clear. Although youths with a longer

history of delinquency are higher risk referrals in terms ofeoffending,

the sk is not terribly great. In the final analysis, of course, the

S+ A
3.

le 1of risk that is acceptable depends on the tolerance for delinquency

witb4ethe'project,,court, and community. Nevertheless, a reoffense rate

of 13 percent, in six months, for youths with three and more prior offenses,

probably is acceptable in many--perhaps mes4ommunitiOt.

It is generally acknowledged that certain kinds of "soc%al,tariables"--

such is race, income, school attendance, .Ad so on--should not influence

dispositional decisions in juvenile courts. CZJZP son record as

68
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biting opposed to the use of these kinds of factors in determining eligi-

bility for restitution pro§rlms. 4

It is the case, hdWeve;, that characteristics of juvenile offenders

may be associated with differing levels of risk and,'ir'so, projects

should be aware of which youngsters constitute high-risk and low-risk

referrals. This information permits a more appropriate allocation of

resources within the project.

The analysis of sex, race, and age revealed only minor differences

in the rate of reoffending and no differences substantial or consistent

enough to warrant concern in terms of program operation.

Reoffending rates were somewhat higher for youths In the lower

income categories (eight to ten percent i six..months), compared with the

higher income groups (seven to eight perce t reoffending in six months).

These results were not very consistent, however, across Income groups

and the differences are not especially.great. Still, this is an area

that Might be of concern to project directors and is a subject for

additional investigation in the evaluation.

School attendance also shows some association with reoffending:

nine percent of the youths whc are not in school reoffend within six months,.

compared with 7.5 percent of those who are in school.

The juvenile court dispositions that accompany restitution vary.

considerably across the 85 prc:ezt sites Some ;uve-.11e offe,nders are
41.

given restitution as a sole sanction, for others it is a condition of

their probation. and some youths are on suspended commitments (usually

implying intensive probation) during the time they are completing their

`

restitution requirements. Comparisons cf these three groups of offenders

revealed that those who were under the least amount of court control

I
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(i.e., sole sanction restitution) had the lowest rate of reoffending

whereas those under the highest degree of court control (suspended commit-
.

went) had the highest rate of reoffereOng. The differences among the

three groups were substantial. sole sanction restitution youths reoffend

at A rate of 5.7 percent in six months, probation restitution youths

reoffend at a rate of 8.1 percent. and those with restitution and suspended

commitments reoffend at a rate of 13.2 percent in six months.

Obviously, these relationships could be due to the fact that youtn;

with suspended commitments tend to be more serious offenders than those

who are on sole-sanction restitution. To txamine this possibility, the

relationship'between degree of court control and reoffending within

each category of prior offenses *as ascertained. The results show that

the greater the court control, the greater the likelihood of reoffending

foffirst offenders, foi those with one prior offense, two priors, and

so on. In short, the preliminary analysis indicates tnat the relationship

between higher curt control and increased reoffending is not a spurious

relationship attrioutable to differences in the number of prior offenses.

Considerably more analygis is needed land will be undertaken in subsequent

parts of the evaluation) because of the enormous implications of this

'finding should it be confirmed.

,,e,"
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FOOTNOTES

1. More Information about the initiative can be found in the report,

"Implementation amd Policy Issues in the National Juvenile Restitution

Initiative; A Six month Evaluation Report." This report,is available

from the Institute of Policy Analysis. Additional information can be

found in the initiative guidelines, "Restitution by Juvenile Offenders' .

That document can be obtained from. OJJDP.

. 2. NaM'as, location of projects, and other information moot each, can

be igteiil the six month report (see Footnote 1). Additional and

regular information is contained in the Monthly Evaluation Reports and the

06e# liro3ect Data Heports. These are prepared by IPA and available from us.

3. See the initiative guidelines. "Restitution by Juvenile

Offenders . . ."

4. This report reflects only one pert of the multi-purpose national

restitqlon evaluation. Experimental designs in six restitution sites

will provide comprehensive information on restitutionin comparison with

nonrestitut-on alternativesvis a vis performance measures such as self

report offenses, juvenile attitudes7t7e-tim attitudes, and 12 to 16 montns

of follow -up on ;econtact pith authorities after release from the program.

5. Commentary on the appropltiate length of follow -up can be found

in Waldo-and Griswold, Montro...tz, McClear, and Stollnach

and Harris.

6. The Management Information. System (MIS) was established by IPA

in each project as part of the national evaluat.on. Projects complete an

intake form and closure form on each referril. These are sent to IPA for

editing and computer analysis.
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7. See Baer and Cowden.

8. The major methodological problem is in combining frequency

and seriousness of offenses into a single dependent variable for analysis.

Analysis of reoffenders, alone, in terms of the predictors of the, most

serious offenses can be quite misleading since nonoffenders would haye to

be excluded from the study.

9. See Miller.

10. See Empey and Erickson, pp. 73-93 and Murray and Cox, pp. 159-160.

11. Individual-level scoring systems which adjust for differences

in time at risk can be developed but, due to the complexities of the

analysis, this will be done, for alater report.

b

k.)
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Referral Data

Information on referrals is shown it Table 1. Thd,,,colnns con:a.n

the number of youths referred in each month, beginning with January, 1979

(designated as 7901 in the Table) and extending through April, 1980 (coded

as 8004 in the Table). The.rows show the number of youths whose cases

were open in the referral month (month 0) and those that were still open

in each succeeding month beyond referral. For dxample, there were 197

)uveniles referred to restitution projects in January, 1979; 210 were

referfed in February, 1979; 454 were referred in March, and so on. For

the entire time period covered .n this analysis, 9,255 )uveniles had

been referred. Of the 197 juveniles referred in January, 177 cases were

' still open one month beyond referral, of the cases referied in February,

209 were still open one month later, 420 of the March referrals were still

open one month later, and so on. Of all the referrals for vhom at least

one month of follow -up time had occt.rred,461156 were still open one month

later. The drop-off in cases as one prop4esses fro the first rcntr

beyond referralto tne second, ti--rd,(and so on is doc to cases being

closed (either Successfully or unsucct.essf,..11y). Elan). areas in Table 1

indicate time periods vhi'r-h -ame ,et occurred an c, tnerefore, tnele

is no Informatior on the nur.oer cf cases sti:1 open for a particular

referral month.

Tne nun___ of offenses co-r-ttec r, :c.t-s ear,. referral-
month is shown in Table 2. (Tre cffenses .ncluce all deling.ent and

status in:ractions'oroucht to tne atte-t-on of the juvenile court tint

became known to restitution propram perscrnel.) The information in

Table 2 follows one same format as thlt TaLle 1. For example, consider

the youths referred ir2inuar, 1919. Inc cf.theic youths reeenced

odic%
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TARIM 1 016056 cc cAnrs REMAINING OFFN FOR 1 TO IS MONTHS BETCNO RZYRRRALI

Mwdlt. Referral Month Total

neyond Cases
Referral 7901 7902 790) 7904 7905 7906 7907 7908 7909 7910 7911 7912 8001 8002 8001 8004 Tracked

0 197 MY 454 55) 006 70) 651 656 554 75) 722 59) 684 584 596 529 9,255

I 177 j10, 170 509 761 662 621 582 524 721 680 SS7 ,641 552 540 8,156
:

144 179 )65 425 637 511 177 504 44) 623 611 489. SS9 47) 6,17)

120 117 292 319 197 418 405 428 378 S1S 513 /400 179 4.931

101 127 214 MI 164 )28 )13 ' IS) )20 JI4 4)2 3)7 0,572

92 101 I70 271' 116 :GI 26) 201 271 355 )66 2.713

.75 64 ISO 191 274 2)0 209 234 2)4 305 1,900

7 6. 72 177 144 245 196 ON 101 205 elk 1,441

4 SS 61 Intl 178 ,210 171 161 181 1,070

9 S3 53 107 Ion 191 149 141 799
wls,

10 51 in 90 ' 94 174 .141 591

II 48 34 7n 10 14) . 415
.

12 41 70 69' 84 _ 214

11 16 In (t. 120'.

14 74 In 11
44

IS 2) ,.
2)

Inus4w.rs In th...celln ghnw hew eany of the CA4eR referred In each meth (nee coinen hemlines) wernopen'for lens then one month (month 01,

one .onth, two 'smiths, three georith., end no on up to 16 months. rot exerple, 197 caSen were referred In Jantiary,'1979 ('1901). OC

thews, 177 were 91111 open In the (fret fell month after referral (month 11. 144 were still open In the second month, end no on.

1?k

0
).0 0



MILE 2. NU11128 or marrnasEs TOR 1 TO IS mans 8270!0 2ZWARPALI

Pe rrrrr I

790) 7104 7905 7906 7907 7900

5 10 4 4 7

a 10 4 II 5 6 7

7 4 11 10 8 11

10 3 17 13 A' 8

7 2 4 7 7

4 2, 7 If 3 7 . 5

A irt 4 3 2
7431111%

2 0 I J

1 3 I

0 I 0

I 90 0

I I 0

0 0

50 47 so 41 44 49

Month

Total
7909 7910 7911 7912 8001 8002 8003 0004 Itief f

6 6 5 5 4 6 1 3 71

7 5,2.12 12 6 5 3 2' 105

7 6 15 0 6 94

1 10 3 5 S 7 es

3 2 2, 2 40

7 47

24

9

15/ 4

3

3

2

Month
Iitsod

Referral 7901 7102

0. I I

2 0

2 0 S

I 5

2 7

3 4

7 I

7 I ' I/ J
0)

0 3 2

ft. 9 I 0

10 1 7

II 0 I

12 I 1

%

13 9

14 0

IS 0

#Teol
Oft 18

400
'35 40 30 43 18 18 13 3 3 504

ithwiers In the cells Oww how tmtly of the come referred In each tomtit Iv, eninon.heedin11 reoffended in the (lent month, second wonth, and
0 on 9. to IS nmtlin offer refer, l Wor ereeple, of the e. referrel In 7401 (Jo eeeee ry, 19791, one reeffeentot 1)0 mope month, two reoffen.led
In the first ten l, none In the ., owl rotr And no on. Flqolkn the rIla-bn4 colow (Int.41 reoffen o0 01 the total nutifrer who renffendeti
In the to;n-th of referrol (innth 0), the first nonr, end i1 for
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in the same month he or she was referred to the project; two reoffended

within one month of the referral; none reoffended in the second month,

one reoffehded in the third month beyond referral, and so on. As in

Table 1, the lower right-hand part of the Table represents time periods

which have not yet occurred.

Cumulative-Proportion Reoffendinq

o The Cumulative proportion reoffending estimates need to be "smoothed"

in order to remove unnecessary error irariance before using them to estimate
,

reoffense rates or probabilities. The formula used is Y = 1-ae
-bt

where

a and b are parameters to be estimated from theadata. The cumulative

probability reoffending is inverted (see Table 3) [i.e.,
wo-bt)

beforb solving for the parameters.

Matlz-McCleary Program

A program to calculate the Maltz-McCleary value of a on the HP"-33E

calculator is in Chart I.

91
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o.
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

79 -489 0-81--24

Y.= 1-ae-b:

e

.

80

TABLE 3. AN EXPONENTIAL FIT FOR THE CUMULATIVE PROPORTION REOFFENDING

Cumulative
Month Probability'of

Beyond Reoffending Predicted Predicted

Referral (Y) (1-Y) 1-Y (1)

0 .0077 .993 .974, .0213

/

1 .0206 4:P! .979 .969 .0270

2 .0351 .965 .959 .C384

.0515 i
.<5..--..-

.949 .0497

.0637, ..936 .939 80608

..'

.0810 .919 , .929 I
.0718

.0931 .907 .9191 .0827

P.0993 .901 .909 0935

.1132 .887 .899 .1041

.1182 .882 .890 .1146
4.,

.1232 .e7 .880
I

.1250

.1304 .870 .671 .1352

. ,

12 .1397 .860 .861 .1453

.1480 f852 .852 .1554-

147.'" .1480 .1653

15 .1480 .1750

Y = 1-i.98450
.0118t

'

a

r -.987

.0116

I-
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CAW: I saltt-mccLEAST PROGRAM
.

10-31C FR=Ar IC CALCULATE TNT PAKAILETER A. THE FA:WIZ SATE, AS DEMI=
-XS :NZ PAPE', '71.* wt sties ofelehavioral Chang*. Ascidisisp and

rictus: D. Voltz and ticnard hcCloary,.tvaluation

Quaztor , Vol. 1. So. 3, August, 1977.

r

ri
5

Erne
*umber Instruction Coements

.
01

. l/s ;Initialise a . 157AU

02 gm 2 Keep Cis:ant A in 1102

.... Calculate Intermediate Constants

03 SC. 2 Get A
i06 ICI 1 Eat TAU

05 x calculate ATv

06 asap ATAU ip REG] V

07

3

Calculate .1"AU

0$ ITO 4 Soap it in ATG4

09 1

10 Calculate oA7" -

IS .0 5 Stir* it in ATUS

12 Calculate (e^"Aj - 1)2

13 ST06 ,Stare it in 8E46

.Calc.lato be t a: value fo: using heleton's Method

ti

14

15

16

17

14

19

22

"/
1.0

GTO 44

GS1 32

i (division wan)

Calculate moemator, 10,1

Let user look at 4(A) oriefly

Is 5(A) . 0 7

Ns, go 5inish up

so. Calculate deponinator. :I(A)

Calculate 5CK/55.(7.)

20 510-2 (minus sign) Std: A.:. K - 1(A)/5*(A) in SIG2

21 GTO 03 Gc try this value of K

Subroutine to C:lculata U5.

22 7= 3 Get ::AU in I-Register

23 1/: Calculate 1/ATAU

24.
A

7C7. 5 tit e''TAV - : in N-AsesSte:

25 ' 1/: Calculate li(eATAU - l,

2L Ca:c,face 1/ATAV - 154=4-I)

27... IC. 0 Aft MA in Y-Register

25 122.1 - C41 Tau .tr.A.A.gister

29 ' f-TETasion sign, Calculate TIKA/TAU

30 - Calttdate75(5.)

31 Itili And retum to calling p:ogra:

This program was sTittan by Jerry Eagle. Institata of Polity Analysis.

I A
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2 ,
Line
Number .Instruction Comments

,

-

Subroutin4110e to Calculate the derivative-1 "O .1 4..

32 -' RCL 3 Get ATAU in X-Register.

33 RCL 2 Get A in X-Register

....-:::, 34 X Calculate A2TAU

35 1/x Calculate 1/A2TAO

36
ATAU.

RCL 4 Get e im X-Register

37
76,

RCL 1 Get TAU in X-Register

38 X . Calculate TAUe
ATAV

39 RCL 6 (eATAU-..4) ,2,in X-Registei

40 4 (division sign) Calculate TAU
.4ATAC/(eATA U ,_1)2

41 Calhulite -f' (A)

42 MS CalcUlate.f.(A)

43 RTN And Return to calling program

Finishing Up section; Get here having found a zero of f,
Aee that is, 1(A) 0 for the turzent value of A

44 RCL 2 Get-current A it X,-Register so ham see it

45 GTO 00 AnIT STC/'
!147

To calculate the value of the other parameter F, do the folloulng:

in ') :- Register
f

EWER. .- Push K into Y-Register

K PUT. X in X-Regster
sr.

4 '44 Calculate K/K

RCL Push eFIAU omtc stack

X Calculate (X/X)'e
ATAU

XL 5 Push eATAU-1 onto stack

- Calculate parameter P.

4

To Begin the Program, do the following:'

TEAR

STO C

TAB.

STO

R/S

4 To 00 another estissate gc7 to 00

V

Put TAR in X-Recistier

Store :SAS tm RZX

Put. TAC it X-ReotstSr

Stox2,7AU InP.E.7, 1

Becin'eiecution of program

.82
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Method of Solution:
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4

Solve (1] iteratively using. Newton's Method for a.
Then substitute this in PI and evaluate to get r.

In' general,

Here,

X
n

= X
n-1

- f (x
n-1

)

flAx
n-1

f (a) =
1 1

at
e
at-1 T

f
1
(a) =

-T Te
at

s
(at)

2
(e
at

-1)
2

3*7 83
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ABSTRACT

Judges .frequently require that offenders, as a condition of

probation make restitution to their victims. Moze rarely, resti-

tution is ordered as a sole sanction with no additional penalties

or requirements. This paper, based on data from more than 10,000

juvenile court cases involving restitutm; compares the outcomes

of cases in which offenders were sentenceckto restitution as a

condition of probation with those in which the offender was ordered

restitution as a sole sanction. The data indicate that youths

receiving restitution as a sole sanction are more likely to corn-
,.

plete the order successfully and less likely to commit new

offenses while -under the jurisdiction er the restitution proje .
. -

.*.
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Introduction

An important issue in the use of restitution as a sanction for

criminal 'offenders is whether it should be used alone or in conjunction

with other sanctions, and, indeed, a number of writers have called for

research in this area (Calaway, 1975, Calaway, 19TUa, Galaway, 1977b;

Hudson, Calaway, and Chesney, 1977a). While some model sentencing codes

and proposed dispositional standards have expressly provided for the use

of restitution at a sole sanction (CCD.N 1972, IJA/ABA, 194, restitution

is most commonly employed as a condition of prob4tiOn and hence an

"add-an" sentence (Bryson,'1976, Schneider, et al, 1977; Hudson, Galaway,

and Chesney, 1977bioSchneider and Schneider, 1980).

Three arguments for the combination of restitution with other

penalties such as probation okseven incarceration, can be foynd in. the,

literature: ° If

1. Restitution by itself may constitute "insufficient punishment'."

Perhaps the best known exponent of this point of view is Stephen Schafer

(1970:126) 410 warm that if restitution were the only sentence for a

crimea
4

it might weaken the sense of wrongdoing attached to that crime . .
.

(reduce) the terror whicT potential wrongdoers might feel of committing

the crime . . . expoef cr nal justice to the dangers of the criminal

escaping punietent, and lead to social injustice in that . . . the

w9Olthy, possibly professional, criminal could 'buy off his punishme4)

with money . . Siiiilarlyt the frarers of the IJA/ABA Juvenile Justice

Standards worry that for instances in. which the "gravity of the crime
- -

(is) sybstap4,14, the iYage may feel that the restitutionary sanction

'alone will, be inadeihate to impress upon the juvenile offender the

1

f 4
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consequences of his or her Nons" (1977:48).. Some support for these,

views was found da survey conducted by'Burt Galway and William Marsella

(1976). Of thos interviewed, 67 percent of the victims, 80 percent of .

the police office s, Awl 100 percent of the probation officers felt that

restitution alone/ was an insufficient penalty. However, 91 percent of

the juveniles ordered to make restitution as a condition of probation- -and

'63 percent of their parentsdisagreed.

2. For restitution to be "constructive," it needs to be "guided."

This is a clinician's view of restitution; it ho44, essentially, that

restitution is a "treatment" and that an offender who receives restitution

as a sentence needs to be helped along or guided in order to reap its

full benefits. Without such guidance, it is believed, the offender may

not make the connection between the harm done'and the efforts to make the

.",victim wholh. "His initial thinking is in terms of avoiding or of enduring

punishment, and of vengeance," writes Albert Eglash (1975:288). His

{understanding of what is involved in restitution will not grow overnight.

Like repaTion, restitution is appropriately used in connection with

probation.".Eglash further argues. that in-kind restiltution, bearing

direct relevance to the crime, would be particularly effective, and he

suggests that probationary guidance may be easier with a group than with

an individual: In committing an offense,%ehat a /uth would not do

alone he tackles when supported by his grjup. In making restitution, what

a youth could not do alone he may tackle with the support of his group"

(115:289).
,

3. Unless restitution is made a condition of probation or some other

sanction, it cannot be enforced. Alan Harland (1980) points out that

important distinction between restitution as a condition of probktion or

2
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suspended sentence and restitution as a sole sanction lies an the

-procedures for enforcement. If restitution is made a condition of

probation, then it may be enforced through\revocation and the imposition

of an alternative sentence, if a sentence of restitution is the sole

sanction, then it can only be enforced through contempt proceedings.

Burt Galaway probably speaks for manz law enforcement professionals when

he states ... . . the criminal. 3ustice system must maintain the possibility

of imposing a severe sanction if the offender fails or refuM to *

meet the itution obligations. While many offenders will undoubtedly

meet their legations out of d sense of duty, some will be evasive and

means must be available to coerce'those who wish to evade their

responsibility!. (1977cv6).

LArguments against the combination of restitution with probation and

other sanctions fall generally into two categories. In one category are

those arguments aga ist the addition of restitution requirements to

probation: and in the other category are those arguments against the

addition of prdbation to restitution requirements. Specifically, the

arguments are as follows: .

1. Restitution should not be,rtquired as a condition of probation

because it increases the likelihood of failure of probation, it is too

cost'? ailet.it places too great a busiden on probation officers. Landis
-

A1969) and Miller (1980), in separate studies conducted in California

and Colorado, observed that the existence of a restitution Order was more

prevalent among the case histories of per;Onswho failed probation than

among those who were successful; thus the addition of restitution °

apparently increased the probability of revdcation. Miller notes the

additional time and effort reqVired of probation officers to monitor

r

O

3



374

restitution requirements and suggests that restitutive sanctions may

cost more than they are worth." Similarly, Klein (1978) argues against .

the addition of restitution to probation requirements because,^first, he

doubts the Utility of the concept, and second, probation officetslare too

busy to enforce it. During his experience as director df a restitution

center in Canada, he reports, probation officers were too busy to monitor

the fulfillment of restitution requirements and, %Then breaches. were noted,

too busy to return the, person to court. ". . 1-"(F)or a number of reasons,"

he wriqi, ". . . the enforcement of a restitutionicondition under a

probation order is, indeed, problematic."

2. Restitution should be used as a sole sanction, where appropriate,

becausrit is suitable for some offenders, it is cost-effective, and it

will generate knowledge about the feasibility of restitution as a sentence

on its ri ht. In the literature, support for sole sanction restitutmmi

is cautious usually targeteeat the less serious, nonviolent offender.

For example, Karl Henninger (1968) has singled out check offenders as one

group for whom restitution m.ght be the only necessary sanction, and

Hudson and Galway (1975) suggest that sole sanction restitution would be

appropriate for nondangerous.offenders,, For such offhndefs, rest;tution

only could be cost effective in that, other thiogs being equal, supervision

would be minimized. The National Council on Crime and Delinquenly, citing

a shortage of probation services, has urged.courts to use restitution as

the whole sentence for those cases where supervision is not needed (1974).

ly, Calaway (1977b),and HUdson, Gafaway, and Che ey (1977a) have
4

promoted the use of sole sanction restitution under research conditions

so that its unique effectiveness-P.-apart from the impact If palliation, for,

example--can be examined:

I I

4
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Clearly, the use of restitution as a sole sanction is an important

issue--both theoretically and operationallyin the design and ;:mplementa-,

tion of restitution programs. This papdr will attempt to examine this

issue empirically by comparing restitution as a sole sanction with resti-

tution combined with other sanctions in terms of (a) the persons, likely
0

to receive such sentences and (b) the ItZpact of the sentences on the

offenders' behavior.

The Data

In February, 1978, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
-(

Prevention announced a major initiative designed to promote and experiment

with the use of restitution in juvenile courts (OJJDP, 1978). The

objectives of these restitution projects, according to the program announce-

ment, would be (1) to reduce,incarceratioz% of juveniles; (2) reduce

recidivism; (3) bring about a greater sense of responsibility on the part

of young offenders; (4) help satisfy victims; (5) promote community

:confidence in the juvenile justice process, and (6) generate increased

knowledge about the feasibility of restitution for juvenile offenders. It
.

wis clear, moreover, that the framers'of the initiative wished to test

lrfg
the use of restitution as a sole'sanction. The extent to which restitution

was to be used as an, alternative to traditional dispositioni4.as named as

a criterion for funding and as a focal point for study-(0,37OP. )19782111;15).

following a two - stage application prodess, grants were awarded to 41

separate'projects in 26 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia.

Six of theie grants were awarded to statewide agencies or orVations

which in turn spawned a total of 50 projects at the lOcal level. Altogether,

85 projects were funded by the initiativeiwith a total cormdtment of

approximately 530 million over three ybars. The Institute of Policy Analysis

t I S
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was .selected.national evaluator and the N lona' Office for iocial

Responsibility was awarded a cont act tb provide technical assistance.

Data on every reftrral to the restitution projects are collected by

. +

project personnel both at intake,/hen the youth is refetred to t

ect, and at the time the restitution portion of the youth's disposition

is completed. These data are szl/rt weekly to IPA for computerization and

analysis. 8y the end of April, 1980, data on approximately 10,000

referrals--including more than l',006 youths whose cases waje closed--had

been received at IPA. As these data were collected at about the mid-point
L

r
in the life of the restitution initiative, they represent about one-half

of all the referrals expeCte,while the projects are receiving federal

funding.
1

Youths. referred to the OJJDP-funded restitution projects receive

essentially three types of dispositions: Restitution as a sole sanction,

restitution as a condition of probation, and restitution under a suspended

sentence of commitment to a juvenile institution. The type of restitution

required may be monetary, community service,, direct service to victims, or

any combination of those three. The data in Table 1 describe the referrals

an terms of ditositions and the type and amount of restitution ordered.

As might be erected, restitution as a condition of probation is the most

common disposition ordered,bd4 a large number of the referrals also

receive restitution as a sole sanction. Forty-four of the projects in

the initiative have at least some sole sanction restitution cases, and,

, in 16 projects, at least ten.percent of the ca'selOad have this type of

disposition. Of the types of restitution ordered,Mogetary is most

common, followed by community service and then combihed of community

"service and monetary restitution. For these cases - -which represent less

.
6
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TABLE 1. TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS, TYPES OF RESTITUTION,
AND AMOUNTS OF RESTITUTION ORDERED

DISPOSITIONS NUMBER PERCENT

Types of Disposition

1,284

6,933

444

12.9%

69.8

4.5.

Sole Sanction Restitution

Restitution and Probation

Suspended Commitment Restitution

Other 1.277 12.8

Type of Restitution

4,973 53.6%Monet'ary Restitution

Unpaid Community Service 2;769 29.9

Direct Victim Service 76 0.8

Court Costs and Fines Only:. -----179 - 1.9-
Monetary,,and Community Service 1,218 lr- 13.1

Monetary ancli,Victim Se'rvice 40 0.4

Community and Victim Service 11 0.1

Other 11 0.1

Amounts of Restitution Ordered

Monetary Restitution Ordered

Unpaid Comity Ser;ice Ordered,

Direci flictim Service Ordered

*
o

1,5654,01

203,138 hours

4,311 hours(

381
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than half of those eventuallylppected to be in the initiative -- judges

had ordered over $1.5 million in monetary restitution, More than 200,000

hours of ,ommunity service, and more than 4,000 hours of direct service

to victims.

ti

Successful Completion of Restitution Requirements

Arguments for the combination of restitution with other sanctions

focus on the need to Impress offenders with the consequences of their

actions, i.r,Juide them with guidance, and enforce the payment of restitution

4
qr the successful completion of whatever the court has ordered. Youths

,

who are ordered to make restitution as a condition of probation or under

a suspe:-,ded sentence of commitment receive harsher penalties, more guidance,

and greater enforcement. It would be expected, therefore, that "the

3uven}1e offenders with combined dispositions would be more likely to.

complete their restitution requirements than those ordered to make

.°restitution as a sole sanction. .

In the nae,}onal evaluation of the Juvenile Restitution Initiative,

successful completion of restitution is defined as full compliance with

the original or adjusted restitution order (Griffith, Schneider, and

Schneider, 1980). If a youth has completed all restitution within the

allotted time period, or has fully complied with anad3usted restitution

order- -i.e., one where modifications in the order were agreed to after

the youth began making restitution- -and there were no !violations of any

other conditi.xl of the disposition, the youth is considered a successful

completion. Of the more than 7,000 youths in this study whose cases °

were accepted,and later closed by the projects, about 83 percent were in

full compliance with the original restitution requirements and five percent

complied with adjusted requirements.

') r,



Table 3 shows
4
the rates of successful and unsuccessful completion of

restitution requirements for each of the three types of dispositions.

Surprisingly, youths who receive restitution as a sole sanction demon-

' strate a markedly higher rate of successful completion than those with

combined dispositions. The 95 percent successful completion rate for this

group is even more impressive given the overall rate ofabojt 88 percent.

The gamma coefficient, which is appropriate as a measure of association

between variables such as these, summarizes the strength and direction of

the relationship. it indicates a moderately strong correlation between less

restrictive degrees of court successful completion of court

orders.

The relationship between rates of successful completion and restitution

as a sole sanction is consistent across the different types of restitution

judges most commonly order. As shown by Table 3, youths receiving any type

of restitution as a sole sanction (monetary, community service, or a combi-

nation of both) are more likely to complete the dtsposition successfully.

The data in Tables 2 and 3 suggest that a sentence of sole sanction restitu-

'.tion someho4/ produce; a higher cdmplation rate than a sentence of restitu-

1

tion combined with probation or a suspended commitment. It is possible,

however, that the apparent relationship is merely spurious, and in fact

due to the influence of other factors which are statistically related to

both the type of disposition and the Fate of successful completions.' For

,

example, judges may know which youths need "guidance" and "eaforcement"

in making restitution, and sentence accordingly. Also, they may order

restitution as a sole sanction in dealing with relatively small amounts of

loss, and.couide restitution with other sentences to encourage the payment

379

of,larger sums. Indeed, sentencing should not be random, and it would be

4
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TABLE 2. -SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES BY DEGREE OF COURT CONTROL

CHARACTERISTICS

PERCENT PERCENT NUMBER
SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL OF CASE$

Degree of Court Control

Sole Sanction Restitution .95% 5% 939

Restitution and Probation 87 13 3,862

Suspended Cocmitment Restitution 87 13 282

P < .001

Ganat - .32

air

TABLE 3. SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES FOR SOLE SANCTION AND NON -SOLE

SANCTION RESTITUTION BY TYPES OF RESTITUTICN\ORDERED ,

TYPE OF

RESTITUTION

SOLE 1467-SOLE,

SANCTION 'SANCTION GAMMA

Monetary 1 '' 94% . 88% .34

.-

.45

.72

Unpaid Community

(N 586)
.

96%,

(N.2578)

90%

Service , (N. 2 ) . 's (N.1738)

Monetary and Unpaid - 9 83%

Conmunity Service' . (N. co 659)

334

10
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Startling to learn that there are no discernible differences among

juvenile offenders who.receive different sentences.

L To determine hhe types of youths most likely to receive restitution

as a sole sanction rather than restitution combined with other sanctions,

the type of disposition was dichotomized and cross-tabulated with a group

of predictor variables that included socio-demographic characteristics,

number of prior offensdr, seriousness of the presenting offense, and size

of restitution order.2 The results, displayed in Table 3, indicate that

the youths required to make restitution alone generally would-be considered

"better risks" than those receivihgcombined dispositions; They are

older, have higher family incomes, are more likely to attend school on a
#

full -time basis. usually have fewer prior offenses, and tend to have been

referred to the juvenile court on less serious charges. Moreover, youths
.

with smaller amounts of restitution to pay or community serwe hours to

work were.more likely to receive sole sanction restitution than those with

larger orders. There were no ,,statistically significant diffetences with

respect to race and gender. J

, If certain types of youths are more likely to receive restitution as

a sole sanction, are they also more likely to successfully complete the
o

restitution order? The data in Table 4 suggest they are: While age does

not Seem important, the relationships of successful completion rate with

-family income, school attendance:', number lof prior offenses, seriousness of

presenting offense, and sizTO5 restitution..orders ar substantial. Tag

picture whidh emerges, then, is one of ratio a , calculating judges who

knot' precisely what they are ddirgq.. They know that certain *roes of

juvenile offenders are more likely to complete restitution requirements,

79-489 0-81P---25

13.
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*

S TABLE 4. .SOLt SANCTION RESTLTUTIOV BY BACKGROUND cHARACTERISTICS

. N

CSARACTERItTICS
SOLE'

SANCTION
NON-SOLE
SANCTION

NUMBER
OF CASES

Age

13 and younger
14

11%

12

, 89%,

88
1,074

1,570
15 12 88 2,335
16 13 87 2,515.
.17 . 15 86 1,865 -
18 and older 18 82 456

P < .001
Gamma .09

.
Race t

White 13% 87 7,025
Non -White

n.sti

12 88 2,701

Gamma .06

Annual-Family Incode

Less than $ 6,000 14% 86% 1,163
$ 6,000 - $10,000 14 86 1,077
$10,000 - $14,000 11, 89 1,205 _

;14,000 -.$20,000 14 86 1,010
Over $20,000 17 83 1,909

P <-701
Gamma .05

School Attendance 2 ...

, Full-tire 14%* 86% 7,130
Not.in school 9 91 1,172

...,

-it
P < .001

Gamma m - .23

t o

(continued)

6ty
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TABLE 4. ,SOLE SANCTION RES/TITilTION BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS (continUed)

,

CHARACTERISTICS

SOLE NON-SOLE NUMBER

'SANCTION 'SANCTION OF CASES

. . .
Total Number of Priors/Charges .
' 0 15% 85% 4,427.

1 11 89 1,943

2 110 90 A 1,106

3 . 9- 91 , 702 ,.
.ir 4 9 91 415

5 8 92 289 4

6 and more 12 88 617
4

P < .001
Salaam =

Seriousness
Victimless 29% 71% 266

or Minor Genial. ' 16 84 156
.

Minor Property - 11 g 89 ' "4.-,15:o
Minor Petsorie1 1. , 10 '213
!Moderate Prorierty ft. ., '1 S16 . . 84 ', 2,695, c -..

;Serious Prop - i A121 * 88,t,/ N'2,817' ..... . `_,

,.. , ' Serious Personal . 1 . , 012 . 'I. 88 .. 4377

' .s. ,... ,- 7.7eiySeri'ou* trope?El .9 "1 t Si-% 1,673 " - ...

.. yery,Serious Per,s s1° . ,,, ... .,,,i,t, - ,I.. 4 1 91 .' . 326 0 s .. , ' ..-eI 4.. . ° ..
...

. P ' 4< .001 s. - °'''

'..
GP ?,,T ,A.: .14. ,', . .. ,.

i 4e- . .....,115 , . 0. '' ..A. ' ,06 - ' -
6

. '..; .: X., ...2..c. ' , .

'

VAie .

'Female ',.. 13 , .. 81,
PS' /n. s. _

- ... ..... Id ,..".., .. .
"

8,854
1.044

,

Size of Monetary Restitution -0-ider:
9R

"A L - $ 41' 172 83% 1,205
$ 42 - 8 90. 15 *85 '1,199 ,

$166 - $ .331 " 14 86 1);;91
$ 91 - $ '165 :. 14 86 50

$336 - $12,500 12 e' 88, . 1,314

P- < .00'1
Gamma ..- .09.

. ...
..:

4s

(continued)

o
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110124. SOLE SANCTIONS RESTITUTION BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS (continued)

. CHARA&ERISTICS
SOLE NOR-SOLE NUMBER

SANCTION. SANCTION OF CASE$

Size of Unpaid Community Service 'Order i

1 - '16 hours 20% 72% 842 '

17 - 25 14 .86 826
1 26 - 40 10 ) 90 i 515

41 - 74 :4 96 699
75 -468 2 98 855

. /
,P < .001 /

cAmma . - t55

elt

a 14

35's

V .
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TABLE 5 . ' SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

c' '

' CHARACTERISTICS
,

PERCENT
SUCCESSFUL

PERCENT
UNSUCCESSFUL

NUMBER

OF CASES

Age
14 and younger
15
16
17 and older

,n.s.
Gamma - .00

Income (Annual)

89%
87
88
89

83%
88
89
92'
92

ol.

91%
80
82

92%
89
87
81
81
86
77

'

..

0

11%
13
12
11

17%

12
11

8
8

. -
..

9%

20
18

8%

11
13
19
19
14
23

°

'

1,461
1,353
1,468
1,5413

671
649
676
607
796

-4,247
1,111

-2;-743
1,092

644
407

, 228
159
347 ,

Lessthan $ 6,000
$ 6,000 - $16,000

- $14,000
$14,0- - $20,000
$20,000 and over

P < .001
Gar= = .20

...

Spool Attendance
Full -ti.Me
Not in school
Other

P < .001
Gahm = - .38

Total Number of Priors/Changes_. 0
I .
2
3
4 .
5
6 and more

< .001
Gamma = - .29

(continued)

15
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T4BLE5. SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS' (continued)

*
Seriousness

Victimless
Minor General
Minor Property
Minor Personal
Moderate Property
Serious Property
Serious Personal
Very Serious Property
,Very Serious Personal

92%

90
90

91

92

87

86

82

84

1
PERCENT PERCENT NUMBERCHARACTERISTICS SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL OF CASiS4

8% ' lad
10 98
10. 755
9 131
8 1,688

13 1,643'
14 208
18 879
16 159

P < .001

Gamma * - .25

P < .001
GaMma = - .40

`Size df Community Service Order.

1 - 16 hours
17 - 25

41 - 74

.75 - 468

97%

95 5

91 9
85 15
94 26

Size of Monetary Restitution Ordtr A

' $ 1 - $ 41 95% 5%
$ 42 - $ 90 94 . 6
%.91 - $ 165 89 11

"6.

$166 - $ '33,6
85 15

$336 - 011500 ' 76 ' 24 L

< .001
Gamma = - .50

866

881
832

760
,-1.17

673
608

Jiri

0'

0
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and therefore less ip need of supervisicli; thus, these youths receive

'

restitution as a B ole sanctidh while others, who seem,to iv greater risks,

are given dispodetioas which combine restitution with other.sZictions.

However, the,apicture is not yet compTet. To reject as spurious

the propcsition'thatsolesanctioprestitaipn is.pmeaictivs of succesgfur
a

the' relationship between these variables mast disappear when

the effect of other, competing, factors is held constant. If tee originally

observed relationship 'washes out," then the weight of evidence is on

the side of the competing explanation".
Ow

Tdple 5 displays the zero-order gamma coefficient, between type of

disposition and completion of restitution requirements, as well as first-

order partial gamma coefficients with statistical controls for school ..

attendance, family incase, number of prior offenses, offense seriousnes

and amounts of reetitution,ordered: The originally observed relailOnship

between type of disposition and completion of restitution does not disappear,

but in fact remains strong_even when multiple controls are introduced. The

earlier finding--that'juvehi/es who are ordered to make restitution as.a

sole sanction are more likely to cotplete those requirements successfully--

0
remains, and cannot be rejected as spurious.

ti

4

Type of Disposition and In-Program Reoffensailite
_

In addition to the rate of successful completions, another measure

' a<
of an offender's perfor mance while under an order'from the court to make

restitution ig the in-Program reoffense rate. Thib rate is important since

a major goal of the 'restitution initiative is to reduce recidivism by

rehabilitating juvenile offender.. In the 85 projects funded by the ".

Initiative, youths a're automaticallx terminated from the restitution proj-

ect If a new offense becomes known., Through the end Of April, 1980, about

.4

17
I
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TABLE 6. EFFECT dt. DISPOSITIONS ON COMPLETION RATES,
- CONTROLLING FOR OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS,

AND OThER FACTORS

2ER6-ORDER XIRST-ORDER FOURTH-ORDER
RELATIONSHIP PARTIAL PARTIAL

(gamma) (gamma) (gamma)

tr

Relationship Between Successful
Whipletion and'Sole Sanction
Restitution

controlling for offense
seriousness,

'

controlling for numbers
of priors/changes

4
O

controlling for school '
status

controlling for annual
household income.

- .40

- .40

- .40

- .36

- .36

controlling for size of'
monetary restitution order

,..- .40

controlling for size of
'community service order

controlling for offenses

seriousness, number of
priars/tharges, school status,
And annual hbusehold income

.40

- .26

(

f) f17
t.) f...1

Is

..1
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500 cases out of approximately 10;000 had been closed in this manner.

The calculation of the in-program reoffense rate is complex as it Involves ,

the. computation, over tune, of thenumber of cases expected to bb "at risk"

and the proportion of cases expected toreoffend. The procedureS for

calculating the rate are explained In detail elsewhere (Schneider, Schneider, (

and Batemore, 1980); in sum, about 1.36 percent of all the juveniles

In the initiative can be expected to zeoffend each month. This

means that aboutneight percent of all the juveniles in the initiative for

.six months are likely to commit nrw offenses, with the rate growing

cumulatively Iaeger for elci# successive month of time at risk.

Fora number of reasons, the type of disposition should be related

td the probability of reoffending, since ruths on probation or under

suspended commitments are subjected to greater scrutiny, are more closely

supervised, have "more to lose," and so forth. The observed relationship,

once again, 2.s.ln the opposite direction and parallels the earlier finding
0 c -

concerning successful completionk. As shown in Table 6, the estimated

monthly reoffense rate increases monotonically with what might be called

the "degree of court control"--a, scale.rangIng from sole sahction restitu-
.

tioh (least control by court) to suspended commitment and restitution (most

control). The table also shows the estimated proportion reoffending within

six Months, and tpe data from which the estimations were calculated.

As was done with the finding concerning successful complitiOns, the

In-program reoffense rate was cross-tabulated with the offenders' 4emo-
'

reph.1_,;eree. e---ntabeiofpr-*or -offenses-tthe--ser-iowenese--r

dig presenting, offense, and the size of the restitution orders. The

purpose of. these analyses was to search,for a third variable Which might

account for the relationship between type of disposition and probability

of reoffending. Only the number of prior pffer)Ses seemed.aliicely '

19
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TABLE 7. REOFFENDING RATES BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION'

SOLE SAFTION PROBATION AND SUSPENDED COMMWMENT

4
. wRESTITUTION . RESTITUTION AND RESTITUTION 4

.3
a o

4

4

Estimated Monthly
Re6ffense Rate 6.98%

Estimated Proportion
Reoffending Within

6 Months 5.7
. 4

No. of Referrals 1,228

Sao. of Offenses 44

No. of "Youth Months"
of Risk Time

a
4,507

8.15

6,726

429 i

1

36,285

2: 32%

13.2

434

44

,1,893

II
..

1The monthly reeiffooso rate estimate i s calculated as jc/Nt where k is the number of
.

offenses and N
t

is the nufiber,Of :'youth months" of risk time for all referrals. The

Proportion reoffending Within sixmonths is calculated astY .. 1 - e
at

where a is

the monthly reoffense rate deseriqd above and t is set at,six months. (See Schneider,,
. .

et. al,1980).

.

I-
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TABLE 8: REOFFENSE RATES, BY PRIOR OFFENSES1

-

NUMBER OF PRIOR OFFENSES .1

NO ONE 'TWO THREE OR MORE 4

N - 9,365 PRIORS PRIOR PRIORS .. PRIORS -,

2
/Estimated
Monthly
Reoffense
Kate

5,

Estimated
PrOportion
Reoffending
Within 6 Mop.

No of °
Refeirals

1.0i

6%.

1.4% 1.65% \ 2.4%

.
8% 9%

' 4,356 ' 1,921
(47%) (210

1,089
(12t)

13t

1,999

.(21%)

No, 04
Offenses lgt; 119 98 , 9'217

}4 4}1

k

0 '''

Ng: of "Youth } '

Months" of
'Risk Time 18,259 . '8,333 7 4,471 9,033

. ...
a

. ,

4t1

.

. #
-See. note in TABLE 6., infra.,.

4' .

,...11%

. ,

-
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TABLE 9. REOFrENSE RATES BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION
CONTROLLING FOR.PRIOR OFFENSES'

t>e

SOLE SANCTION PROBATION AND, SUSPENDED COMMITMENT
RESTITUTION RESTITUTION AND RESTITUTION

4 ..

% Reoffending % Reoffending / % Reoffending

No Prior Offenses

0.79%

4.62

9.39

(662)

1

4

.

1.16%

6.72

12.99.

$2.09;)

1

/

.* 21,p41'

11.92

2 ),.72

.

(126)
/

.,
Monthly Rate

6-Month Rate

12 -Month Rate
# ,

No. of Cases

V...

r
,

.

4

:

,

One or Two Prior Offenses

.

..

.

.'

,

.

I !

1.52%

16.7 :

(2.249)

....

2.3.7%

'13.2:4

24.37 ."

(1,451)
.

/

.

.

,,

ei

1.98%

';11.2

' 21.1

(157)

.

3.01%

16452

30.32
4

(154)
.

441116

A

"\--,t

4

is-

..

e t

t
Monehly,Rate .94%

6 -Month Rate '5.46'

6
. 12-Month Rate 10.03'

(322)

. .
. -> t

,

Three or More
.

Monthly Rate 1 . 95%

6-Month Rate 151.04

12 -Month Rate 20.87
.

No. of CaseS .(156)
. a .

1.
See note in TABLE 6r. infra-.

.

.
1

,22,

:

;,

i

f,

tN4.

4 ,

4

.4%

4.4

/

'-. (

,

-""

.
)

0 / ; 4

.

1
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candidate for, as shown in Table 7, the estimated reoffense rate increases

steadily as the number of ;,ior offenses increases. However, when this

variable was controlled, an astonishing but ponsistent'pattern emerged.

For each category of number of prior offenses, the in-program reoffense

rate increased with the degree of court control exercised in the different

'types of dispositions. The data are presented lip Table 8 and graphically

in-Figure l; they suggest, once again., that juvenile offenders who

lt
receive restitution as a sole sanction are more likely to "succeed"--in

terms of avoiding future crimes as well as completing their sentences--than

youths who receive combined dispositions.

Also, the argument that sole sanction restitution is appropriate only
A

for the less-serious offenders appears to be-contradicted. The data clearly

indicate-that, even in the "most serious" category of offenders--those with

three or more prior offenses - -sole sanction restituticiri may be effectzve

in reducing recidivism. While it is true that the reoffense rates for

this category are greater, the rate, for the youths on sole sanction restitu-

tion are slightly less thantherate for first offenders who were placed

in restitution projects under suspended sentences of commitment:

Discussion

The findings reported in this gaper are fascinating; Onthe one hand,

they fly in the face of the popular notion that nothing, in the broad

field of corrections, "works"; on the other hand, they challenge deCades

-of practice in American juvenile courts. It has long been common for
- k

juvenile court judges to link speciiC sanctions with probation,

in'a federal program in which so14 sanction restitution is encouraged,

judges favor combined dispositions by a margin of about four to one over

- restitution alone. Challenged, tock:Are the arguments pr unded in their

23
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literature for the practice of Making restitution,a condition of probation.

1..?Veroonikpaking restitutiorrrira sole sanction are less likely to reoffend,

.

and more likely to complete their requirements, then the arguments that

the sanction is by itse'lf "insufficient," or that offenders making restitu-

tion need "guidance," or that probation is required for "enforcement," would
\

seem to be invalid.
.

But while the finding is fasdinating, it s'not inefplicable

a broader context, even unique. An almost identical result was obtained

nearly 20 years ago by a group orCanda:ridge researchers in their study

of attendance centers in England (McClintock. Walker, an Eavill, 1961).
4

The attendance center sentence is a court order requiring juvenile offenders

to spend a given number of.hours during weekerids at a center that usually

is *ministered by the police department. In addition, some (offenders'

/1.
(about 50 percent) are placed on trobatibn for one to three years. The

researchers found that the offenders sentenced to the attendance centers

as a sole sanction were less likely to fail (ecidivate) than those who

were pieced on probation in addition to being required to attend the
0

centers. The combined disposition, in other words, had a failure rate

greater than that of the sole sanction.

Like ourselves, the Cambridge researchers suspected that the observed

relationship between the sole sanction and greater success rate might be

a

spurioas and acco%2nted for by the criteria judg s use in sentencing

offenders.' They found, upon further investigation, that those who received

combined sentences were, on the average, worse risks than the others in

terms of prior delinquency and social status, However, when-the back-
.

ground characteristics of the offenders were statistically controlled,

the relationship remained the same,. Moreover, another test of the relation-

ship,4using a different sample of Offendeys, yielded similar results.

25
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As a potential explanation for thear findings, the Cambridge.researchers
b

suggest that there are other, more subjective, factors that are related

to both the offender's selection for Rbbaton and his probability of

failure, such as the "atttude of the offender in court." The same

explanation can be proffered for the results obtained in this study, and,

indeed, it Is worth noting. Campbell and Roruch (1975) suggest'that this

explanation- -that, of a "profound'underlying confotndang of selection and

treatment"--invalidates most social. experiments. Furthermore, If the

real reason fbr selection into a particular treatment is (a) unknown and

(b) highly related to the outcome, or "effects," of the treatment, then

efforts to statistically control for the. selection bias will be ineffective

unless the control variables are nearly perfect surrogates of 41e "real"

variable.

It Is not highly probable, howler, that this explanation can threaten

the validity oethe results Obtained with either the restitution data or

the attendance centers data. In appraising the Cambridge study, Leslie,

Wilkins (1969) avers that an explanation based on subjective estimates

of an offender's success in,a given program "would seek to ascribe almost

diyine insight to the magistrates concerned" (Wilkins, 1969:82. Rather,

he suggests an interpretation based on the face value of the study's

results: "(They) show a combination of treatments to be Poor treatment

It may be convenient to believe that two obviouslix good things togethet must-

be better than one singly, but the study's evidence is to the contrary."

Wilkins proposes*What he calls the "simplest" hypothesis: ". . . the least

it is possible to do with offenders, 'the better the outcome!" (empha-

sis in original). Moreover, he adds; from the standpoint of complexity,

the simpler, the better: "Probation alone is more comptex than attendance

center alone, and probation plus attendance center is,V'en mere Complex."

26
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The same might be said for the juvenile offenders in the restitution

initiative, and de lesson,, possibly, is that as more requirements are

places on youths, the opportunities for failure increase.,
A

Is it possible, too, that the,effects from simpler treatments are

more long-lasting? The data on the restitution program reoffense rate

would seem to suggest they are and the notion is buttressed by a study

of traffic offenders in a California court (Owens, 1967). The'study com-
.

pared the effectiveness of combined sanctions--fine and probation, fine

0
and driver's school, and fine, probation and Oriver's school--with the effec-

.s tiveness of single (sole) sanctions \ According to the study, assignment to

the driver's school without probation appeared to be the most effective

sentence ir;ri'dUcing rdconvictions,

Proponents of labeling theory will note the similarity between Wilkins'

admonishment to do "the least that is possible" with young offenders and

Schur's (1973:155) injunction to "leave the kids alone wherever possible."

Indeed, .1.emert's (1967,V) hypothesis suggesting that stronger penities lead

R
to further deviation may offer yet another explanation for the, findings

reported in this,paper. However, the data should not be pushed too far:

it can be argiled that all the youths involved in this study were "labeled"

in that all were formally adjudicated delinquent. In addition, the use of

these datap Support o£ the labeling perspective would require evidence that

those offenders sentenced to probation feel more stigmatized than those ordered

restitution only.

?Further research on the'effectiveness of sole sanction restitution as

compared with combined dispositions is forthcoming. As a part of its

evaluation of the juvenile restitution initiative, the Institute of

44'

79-489 0-81-726 '
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PoliCy Analysis is tonducting field experiments, involving random assign-

ment:in six cities across the United States. One of these experiments

iq explicitly designed 'to test for differences, both short-term and long-

term, among juveniles who received different types of dispositions. In

the experiment, offenders are randomly assigned into three gr6ups: Sole

sanction restitution, restitution plus probation, and probation alone.

An attitudinal questionnaire is administered to the youths In each group

upon completion of their dispositions, and the youths are tracked for up

to two years to assess their rates of recidivist. The knowledge gained

from the experiments will infbrm, and either support" or contradict, the

findings of this study. ,

1
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NOTES

1. What is referred to as the mid -point in the life of the initiative

is not necessarily the same as the mad-point in the life of any given

project. The,prejects were funded over a six-month period.from September,,

1978, to March, 1979, and many projects took several months to get started.

Grants were awarded for a maximum of three years; funding for some of

the projects will end as early as September, 1981, and for others la will

continue through Februaryr-1982. .The total number of referrals to all

projects is expected to be slightly more than 20,000.

2. For purposes of the analyses reported in Tables 3 through 5, the

"type of disposition" variable was dichotomazed by combining "restitution

plus probation" with "restitution under suspended commitment." This was

considered appropriate since there are no differenceg between these

categories when this variable is cross-tabulated with completion of

restitution requirements. The N-sizes in thesetablos will total less

than 7,000 (the approximate numberof closed cases available for analysis)

because,of missing data on some of the variables. While the sociomdemographic

variables (age, rice, sex, family income, and school attendance) are

AMe

straightforward, the others require definition. "Total number of priors/

charges" is computed by adding prior offenses, which include any delinquent

offense M6wn to court authorities except those which were dismissedo
screened out due to lack of evidence, and concurrent offenses, which are

delinquent acts other than the referral offense which are listed-op the

,-
petition dr among the charges against the youth. "Offense seriousness" is

variable which combines the gravity of the offen
\

se (ranging from traffic

violations through rape and armed robbery) with the amount of loss which

.

e

29
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.,:resulted from the cri;r1e. For example, burglary is coded a "moderate

property offense" if the loss !s $10 or less; "serious" if the loss is

between $i1 and $ .49i and "very serious" if the loss is $250 or more.

4



-

.401

,REFERENCES

I

Bryson, J. (1970) "A Review of Restitution Programs for Juvenile's."
Washington, D.C.: American Institutes sox... Research. Mimeo.

CAmpbell1,D. P. and R. F. Boruch (1975) "Making the Case for Randqmized
Assignments to Treatments by Considering the Alternatives: Six Ways
in Which Quasi-Experimental Evaluations in Compensatory Education
Tend to Underestimate Effects." In C. A. Bennett and A. A. Lumsdaine
(eds.) Evsaluation and Experiment: Some Critical Issues in Assessing
Social Programs. New York: -Academic Press. Qy

°

Eglash, A. (1975) "Creative Restitution--A Broader Meaning for an Old .

TeiM." In J. Hudson and B. Calaway (eds.) Considering the Victim.
Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas.

. /

Calaway, B. (1975) "Issues in the Use of Restitution As a Sanction for
Crime." Presented at the National' nstitute on Crime and Delinquency,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, June, 1975.

(1977a) "Restitution as an Integrative Punishment." Presented
at the symposium on Crime and Punishment: Restitution, Retribution,
and Law, Center for Libertarian Studies, Harvard Law School,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, March 4 -6, 1977.

'(1977b) "Toward the Rational Development of Restitution
Programming." In J. Hudson (ed.) Restitution'-in Cristirial Justice.
St.'Paul: Minnesota Department of Corrections,

(1977c) "Is Restitution. Practical ?" Fede'ral Probation 41:3-B.

Calaway, 8. and W. Marsella (1976) "An Exploratory Study of the Perceived
Fairness of Restitution as a Sanction for Juvenile Offenders."
Presented at the Second International Symposium on Victimology,.:.
Boston, September, 1976.

Calaway, B. and J. Hudson (1975) " Restitution and Rehabilitation: Some
Central Issues." In J. Hudson and B: Calaway (eds..) Considering
.the Victim. Springfield,'Ill.: Cllarles C. Thomas.,

GriefiO, W. R., A. L. Schneider, and P. R. Schneider (1980) "Successful
Completion of Restitution Orders in the Juvenile ffestitutiln Initiative;
A PreliMinary Analysis." Eugene, Oregon: Institute of Policy'Analysis.

Harland, A. (1980) "Restitution in Criminal Law'." Stashingon, D.C.:
U. S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Asetstance Administration,
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. Mimeo..

Hudson, J., B. Calaway, and S. Chesney (1977a) "Restitutive Sanctions- -
Some Critical Considerations!). St: Paul: Minnesota Department of
Coriections. Mimeo.

4

e
31

X

405

4

4



402

i.i^ 9
(19771) "When Criminals Repay TheirVictimsg--A Survey of.

PeseItption Programs." Judicature 60013-321. -;:!- ' . yjr

"
Institute of Judicial Administra4on/American Bar Ass4i4p*OR (197W.)"*"

- Juvenile Justice Standard's Project, Standards ReTal-Igg le Dispositions.
Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing j 41a

4.
Klein, J. F. (1978) "Revitalizing Restitution: 'Flogging a.

k..;

Hive Been Killed for, Just Cause," Criminal Law Quart :396-4 18.

.

Landis, L. (1969) "Success and Failure of Adult Probationers in CalifoZP34:...,
Journal of Research in 'Crime and Delinquency 6:34-4d. 7"

Lemert, E. (190) Human, Deviance, Social Problems and Social Con61:"..
Englewood Clfifs,N.J.7 Prentice-Hall, Inc.

4;

A
McClintock, F. H., M. A. Walker, and N. C. Savill (1961)

London: McMillan.

,
a

Attendance Centers. ;0.0

t f

Henninger, K. (1968) The Crime of Punishment. New York: The Viking Press. ."

d,Miller, T. I. (1980) :Consequences
Department of Hunan Resources
Development. Mimeo.

of Restitution." Boulder, Colo.: ,

Development, Division of ,Research and

Ndtional Council on Crime and Delinquency (1974) Guides for Sentencing.
Second Edition. Hackensack, N.J.: National-Council on Crime and
Delinquency:

National Council on Crime and Delinquency (1972) Model Sentencing Act.
Paramus, N.J.: National Council op Crime and Delinquency.

10.

,Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency PreventiOn (1978) Restitution
by Juvenile Offenders: An Alternative to Incarceration. Washington,

-,D.C.: U. S. Department of Justice, Law Enfordement Assistance
Administration. '

Cs MI (1967) "Report on a ThreeYear Controlled study of the
Effettiveness.of the Anaheim-Fullerton Municipal Court Drivers
Impfovement School." Municipal Court Review 7:7714.

Schafer, S. (19110) Compensation and Restitution-to Victims of Crime..
Second Edition. 'Montclair, N.J.:' Patterson Smith.

4

,,,
°

V

e

1.

Schneider, A. L.. and P. R. Schneider (1980) "An Overview of Restitution
'rograms in the Juvenile Justice System." JuVenile and Family Court
Journal 31:322.

achneidei, A. L., P. R. Schneider, and S. G. Bazemore (1980) "In-Progr6
Reoffending by Juveniles in Restitution Projects... Eugene, Oregon:
Institute ,of itolicy Analysis.

Schneider, P. R., A: L. Schneider, P. D. Reiter, and C. M. Cleary 11977)1
"Restitution Requirements for Juvenile Offenders; A Surveyof
Practices in American Juvenile Courts." -Juvenile Justice 28:43-56:. .

.406

32

1,

1114111

9

.0

a



%

403 t

. .
4 Schur, E. H. (1973) Radical. 'Non - Intervention: Rethinking the Delinquency

Problem. Englewood Cliffs, N.J,: Prentice -Hall, 'Inc.

Wilkins, L. T. (109) Evaluation of Penal Meatures. New york: Random

House.

.4

O

-se

33

40.7

to

to

a

.""'



'404

A DyharnNc

and Cha1fiing
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The Wisconsin Juvenile Restitution Project



The Juvenile Justice System
Uses A Spedial Language

The language comes from
1 deliberate attempt to distinguish the

juvenile justice system from its adult
counterpart by the use of different
terminology.

Police do not arrest juveniles. They
take them into custody

juveniles are not charged with
crimes They are alleged to be
delinquent

Juveniles are not jailed. They are
detained

They are not put in jail: They are
placed in security detention
# A juvenile alleged to be delinquent is-
a respondent, not a defendant.

There is no conviction in the juvenile
justice system There is adjudication

The decision on hoy+ to treat a
juvenile adjudicated delinquent is
called a disposition, not a sentence.

Juveniles are not sentenceil to
prison They are committed to p
juvenile school

They are not placed on probation,
but under court superviNion

Thcy are not parollvd They are
placed on after care

This juvenile justice system
language indicates real differences
between the juvenile and adult
systems.

1

Written,, compiled and e4ited by

David L. Tank
MarC.'McEniry

The 'Wisconsin Juvenile Restitution Project is' administered
y,,,Y' The Bureap for Children, Youth and Families

A'- Division of Communjty Services
Department of Health & Socia0 Services

Prepared under Grant #791jS-AX-0099 fromthe Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law
Enforcement, Assistance Administration, U.S. ,DepAt-
ment of Justice.

Points of view or opinions in this doument are those
of the authors and do not necessarily repreAntthe
official position or policies (DI' the U.S. Department
of Justice.'
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Int oduction

In Nqvember 1978 the Wisconsin'LegisTature activated a
revised Children's Code, clarifying and updating. the legal
rights of children in Wisconsin. One important aspect of
the newcode is its`clat:ificatiem-of the {Purpose and pro-
cedures for allowing a juvenile'o make restitution for

s
his or her offense. With the sanctioning of restitution
settlements, consideration for victim compensation was

' also reinforced. 'Restitution is now,a viable alternative
to traditional methods of juvenile rehabilitation. The
primary factors for this renewed interest in.restitution
appear to bb

'.

'

1) R qpition of the victim's import neelp juvenile
criminal 'proceedings;

2): DiS'illuionment with tra'ditiori dispositional
alternatives; ,

3) A philosophical shift atte pting tO, more closely
associate dispositions with offenses.

, With
7-
the increased authbrization for JuvenilekRestitution

:;111kVisconsin, there al?O,comes, eheshallenge and responsi-
bility to, implement the process of,restitution. The Wis-
conSfn Juvenile Restitutio Project, fun9Ted 'on a plot
basis by thelfederal_Law E f ementiessIstance Ad inis-
tration (LEAPP-prOides nio portunity for jilvenilesvto
make resti,ption for the ro and accept responsi-
bility fob` thelractions.

This boollet proVides a%briejovereid,9f the estitution
procesi, its background, and .Putu

fieT

e in Wisconsin. - It .is'

heTpful starting point for° Pei-sons interested in learn- .

e restitution or helping to design
-41

ing more-about jilyen
a local prd9ram:

),

Readersowanting further ,assistance About the i nitiation ,,
or development of a_ristitution progr hould contact the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention' Consu ant (JDPC) at one -4
of the six regional offices of the Division of Community:
Services, Departpient ealth and Social Services or . .
Write-to T e Wiseon iriJuvenile Restitution Project.
Addresses are t back of this bookle't:

<V;

-"A
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A Brief History of Restitution

"DuAing .the night, the tad eittiaty cAept up
to the tethered horded. He cut the 'tope on
.one o6 them and with a hingte motion wad dh
the horde. Pausing stightey,fie,kicked the
ho e andhpell away. _Within minutes the
who camp wad awakened. The owner oL the
hoed hoon caught up with the boy and knocked
h.i.m o 6 11.46 honkie. Without wasting time, the
ownek paid a viat .to the tadth, home and aliten

Y a bitieli dihathaion an avtangement wad agreed
upon whereby the tad woutd woAk on the ownet'a
Lanni without pay Lox thirtty day4." *

40,

+ + 4- + + +

"Randy walked stow4 through' he rows 06 cans
paAked in Otont o6 the dihcount htoke. F,inatty
he haw what he was Looking Lot...a cak with
keys in the igntaon. He quickty hopped
inside and stanted the engine. Looking around
he drove the can. out o6 the tot. A Lew minuted
tester a tined hhoppek netuAned to Lind heA can. .

missing. She threw hex alinth up in dihpaiA, then
went baciz inside and called the police and her_
inhuunce company."

41.4
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Things aren't the way they used to be. Our methods of
dealing with crimes, victims and offenders have become
increasingly impersonal and segmented. The victim is

dealt with by one department. The offender is handled
by another. And the insurance company pays the bill
for. damages.

In the not-so-distant past, offenders, particularly,'
juveniles, were informally required to make restitution

for their misdeeds Restitution meant simply "a
making good for loss or damage," and this usually
occurred directly between the victim and offender.

Although restitution has been with us for a long time,\
some historians argue that the purpGrte:of 'restitution 1

has changed throughout the years. 411 the earliest day,
the victim took a very active role in seeing that he or

she was somehow repaid. Later, as towns began te grow
and individuals be-Came economically stable, there was
more negotiation involved in property crimes. Then,

Codes of Laws were written. Rules were set down whereby
a dertain.articlp or person was worth a certain quantity
and repayment was ordered by multiplying its worth.

441,,

In Europe, during the Middle Ages, the victim lost
practically all recompense for a crtime when offenders
were required to pay the state. This was "protection"
money to protect the offender against the revenge of
the victim. Restitution was also not for everyone.

Rather it was a substitute for corporal punishment and

those who were not fortunate enough to pay often faced
a harsher, direct system of justice.

1
Some historians interpret this gradual loss of victim
involvementas.due to-the.attempt to build social unity

(revenge and feuds were very socially destructive types

of behavior);' to consolidate central pio4gr (kings wanted

,to, pve more control over their subjects and were inter-

ested in keeping the money for'themselves);
__ar.10 t6 protect the wrongdoer from the
vengence of the victim. Thus,, ,the victim

was not the central concern in these .,-

.forms of restitution. Rather, res-
titution was, a way to curb the
behavior of the victim.
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As history progressed, the right of the injured
slowly separated from criminal law. Citizens
,interested in obtaining restitution from offenders
had'to proceed throdgh civillaw, a process which
was often.dis'satisfying.

.401;1.

Almiwore,

Although several people tried'to renew interest in
restitution as a correctional device:, there was
little done in the United States until the 19'00's.
During the early 1900's restitution was often given
as a condition of probation, or a suspended sentence,
pr'inforMally arranged. However, it has only been
.since the 1950s that there has been.an increase in
legislation to provide monetary compensatibn to
victims of crime. At the same time victim compensa-.

tion ideas were being considered, people also began
to see the rehabilitative potential of restitution,.

- Several formal juyenile:reslitution.programshave
been introduced throughout the country within the
last 1Q-20 years. In 1978 the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, within the Law
EnfdrceMent Assistance Administration, launched,a
30 million dollar initiative in juvenile restitu7
tion. The initiative was implemented in 29 states
'involving 86 counties, the largest single Special
tiiihasis Grant Promm administered, by OJJDP.

a

413:
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Wisconsin, with its newly :revised Children's Code,
was a ready recipient for the new restitution project.
The Wisconsin Juvenile Restitution Praject, adminis-
tered through the Department .of Health & SoMal':
Services' Division of'Community Services, was put
into operation.fh-16 court jurisdictions within the
state in f. ruary 1979.. These first 10 projects

/ft
,Barron,were loca ed in Asbland Chippewa, Douglas,

Marathon, dutagawle, Rock and Walworth counties, the
city of Green Bay and the Mgnominee Indian Reservation.

...

..,0
I

Juvenile Restitution Today
0

In'its simplest form, juvenile restitution involves
a 12- to 17-year-old offender repaying a victim for
loss or,damages One aim of restitution is to re-
store, at least partially, the victim's loss and to
satisfy the victim that the youth isrbeinglield
responible for his or her actions. -But.it is
more than just repaying or satishireg the victim.

In its fullest sense, juvenile restitution serves
as an important tool in the process of rehabili-
tation. It also serves as a deterrebt for repeat
offenses. By holding the youths
accountable for their actions. "1X
they are given the chance, to

(1) 1111' !VP f37'',N1accept personal responsibili-

ty for their lives.

1-7 fX; 1911[7764
!/ J
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Restitution May Take Three Forms

3

p

monetary.paymen't - the youth forfeits personal
savings or works on a job until he or she
earns enough money tb.repay the victim.

community service - the youth works on a vol-
untary basis with a community agency or organi-
zation for a specified period of time to
symbolically repay the losses incurred by the

.,community.

victim service - the youth works voluntarily for
the victim during a specifiet period of time to
repair or replace the damaged or stolen property.

Restitution should not be confused with victim
compensation services. In victim compensation,
the government repays the victim for loss or
damage according to compensation laws. In
restitution, the youth must, in some way
personally repay the victim.

Juvenile restitution is based on the assumption
_that, by haillig to forfeit time and resources to
repay the vickim, the youth

...be held Personally accountable and become
aware of the consequences of his or her actions.

...have an opportunity to behave in a socially
acceptable Manner and in a wdy that both

.

increases a sense of, responsibility-and
improves the youth's self- image.

..not become labeled by others.as criminal or
delNyent.

...be deterred from becoming involved in further
delinquent activity. -

415
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IS Restitution THE ANSWER?
It would be naive to'believe that,any one program
coula be the answer to all the problems presented
by juvenile delinquency. But as a part of the
total juvenile justice system, restitution can

--serve an important function. Research and evalu-
atiiieibout juveniTe restitution has been limited
in the past. There is no conclusive scientific
evidence showing restitution's value for the of-
fender, victim, community or even the long term
costs that will be involved. Still, the most
commonly heard"eard Comment during discussions of
'restitution is, "It seemS so logical! -.Why
weren't we doing this before?" An extensive
evaluation of the Wisconsin Juvenile Restitution
Project 16 currently beiirg conducted that wilt
help insilapiAg future programs.

Or

4
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The Juvenile Court Procedure

Juvepile court proceedings can bq confusing to the
person not familiar with them. What follows is a
brief description of how the juvenile court typi-
cally operates.

Not all youths who have been apprehended are sent to
court or see a judge. Depending upon the offense
committed, law enforcement officials and the intake
worker. often divert juveniles fromthe formal court
proceedings. Each court has specific guidelines
to determine who must be brought to court and who may
be diverted..

If a youth is referred to court,.the first person
that he or she will come in contact with is the
intake worker. The intake worker is a person con-
nected with the court who initially interviews the
juvenile, determines whether the court has juris,._
diction over the case and either recommends that a
petition be filed or negotiates an informal decision
with the youth and his dr'her parents.

79-489 0-81--27 4.1 7
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If it is determined that the,case should' continue
Within the court, the youth will next meet with.
either the juvenile court commissioner or the judge
who will decide if,the youth is a violater ofIciviT
laws or ordinances; is delinquent, which means the
child has violated a state .or federal lave; or is in
need of protection or services, as in the case of
child abuse or a runaway',.--Once the status of the
youth-TS-determined, the judge consults with atto.-
net's, probation officeeS% and social workers to
determine the most appropriate disposition, or
treatment plan, for the youth.

Where Does Restitiitiog Fit, Into The
Juvehile.Justice System?

The intake worker may decide to proceed without a
formal court hearing arid, instead, make an informal
disposition whereby the juvenile would sign an
agreement with his or her parents.,. stating that
restitution would be made. The amount of damages

ti

to be repayed is indicated at this time.

If the case has been referred to the courts, res-
titution can be ordered at various stages of the
proceedings:

=

If the youth-admits to the allegation during the
plea hearing' - the first meeting with the juvenile
and the judge - the judge may stop the proceedings
and order a consent decree. A consent decree is
a voluntary agreement between the youth and the
court stipulating that the juvenile will perfor'm

. certain activities, which may include making resti-
' tution. The judge may, however,,choOse.temake a

judgment.and adjudicate the juvenile as delinquent:
or in violation of aicivil law or ordinance, and
schedule a dispositional hearing. '4 this dispo-
sitional haring the judge may, then order resti-
tution.

418



tii_e-fgoitth. aen:jos-- the :the judge
_ decides i f-Itte.-Aiarbes4ie_Ttrt*:dr:filse-:-at- a'

faCt-linding- --du-r.ing---:_thel-tour se of
thi tkeiy(Xuth-cbanjeS- _ pl _

the judge- max-suspend the-proceedii-Ags`,, :order a
consent _decree and resttiut-fan::

. .

Once restitution has. been ordered by the judje_the
case. is referred to the ZoCal Juvenile- Restitution

Project. Pi determinerto be an appropriate refer-
ral , the project di rector or "stiff works -with
youth,'the victim and.a bdar-edf comniunIty- voluqteers

= to determine a "reasonable" nanner'for the youth to 0-
.make the _restitution settlement . _ The 'youth is -given
assistance in locating a job, -so that r esti tu0-dri .

can be made. The project( also monitors- the, work of
the' juveni le, collecting the mOney to be repaid to
the victim, and helping the youth straighten out
other personal-problems that may 'be.affecting com-
pletion of the settlement. Once. the restitution
has beeh"made, the case is'closed, and in the case
of a consent decree, the records are deitroyed.

If the court jUrisdiction does
not have a program to help
juveniles make their restitu-
tion settlement, the court may
still order restitution, but it
is up to the offender to see to
it that the settlement is ful-
,fi 1 1 ed, sorlething 'that gas not
worked well in the past.

41.9 ,
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Who Is Eligkble To Participate In The
Juvenire Restitution Project?,

Because Of the pilot 2titee and gi-ant previsions of
the Wk.corsin Juvenile Restitution Project, only
those yodths who have been judged delinquent, or have

been found to be responsible for criminal acts,!are
',eligible for.involvement in the program. The
number of previous court referrals is also taken
into consideration when admitting a juvenile into
the current project. Most youths admitted'to the
pilot projects have a history. oftwO or raore prior
court referrals. For acts considered offenses
solely becadse the offender is minor, such as
running away, drinking'or truancy (status
offenses),-involvement in the restitution project'
is considered inappropriate.

As restitution programs grow and are expanded to
other court jurisdictions, eligibility criteria
could be. changed to allow for involvement by
greater numbeprof youths.- Such decisionvmay.
vary slightly from project to project, depending
upon the local situation withiricwhich each project
operates.

*.

Who Can-Sponsor A Juvenile
Restitution Project?

'
Restitution programs may operate from different
agencies, such as the courts, youth service bureaus,
police departments, or social service Offices. It,is
important, however, that the agency with which it is
linked is willing to establish a full-time staff
(perhaps just and peoson) to devote full energiei to
the restitution .project. Because of the nature -

of the position, strange houi.s'May be common. One
cannot expect a potential worksite supervisor to
juggle his or her,business schedule in order to
-accommodate the overbooked calendar of a gart-time.-
restitution worker. A formal restitution proshm
reoLuires41 full -time staff. The program staff needs
tole in jested tri the welfare of juveniles. To make

It

1
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the program work well, the staff must be sensitive to
the needs and interests of the youth and be Willing to
work with him or her in seeking the best, not the
easiest, restitution situation.

Funding A Restitution Project?

Finding the funds to support a full-time restitution
program will not be easy. However, it will not be
impossible ,either. Within the next few years, 'all

Wisconsih counties will be given the option of
developing local restitution programs, using state
Youth and Family Aids monies.

Compa'red to other methods of juvenile rehabili-
tation, it appears that restitution is a bargain.
The major cost involved is' forwthe support of a
full-time staff and for assistance in locating
jobs for the youths through subsidy. In cases

where the community is very supportive local
businesses may be willing to, hire juvenile offenders
on-a short-term basis without the'added incentive
of goyernment subsidies. In such a situation admin-
istvtive costs will be the only expense.

There are also other funding sources that can help
get a restitution program off the ground. For

current information on who to contact and what is
, available get in touch with the Juvenile Delinquency

. Prevention Consultant (JDPC) for your area or the
project coordinator of the Wisconsin Juvenile-
RestitutiOn Project in Madison. Their addresses
are listed on the back of this booklet.

:
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What Is The Future
Of Juvenile Restitution?

The future of restitution will depend upon several
factifrs:

*Comunity Su rt: The success, of any restitution
program depends, upon what happens at the local
level. Often times, in order for the juvenile to
make restitution, he or she needs a job. In order
for that youth to get a job, the support of the
local business community is needed, Government
supported or subsidized. worksites can only have
the short-term effect of getting a project
started.

*Governmental Action: Legislation authorizing and
encouraging the useof restitution for juveniles
has already been given. Authorization, however,
isn't enough to mdke restitution succeed. .Local,
county,, or state governing bodies must also be
willing to support restitution ,by providing staff--,
and facilities.

*Support Qf The Judicial System: The court has the
final say about which juveniles are admitted to the
restitution program. Judges who believe in the,
value.of restitution are likely to refer youths to
a local restitution project.

.

*Knowledge Of How Restitution Actually Works: As

programs are evaluated it will become increas-
ingly easy to adapt and tailor individual kojects
in an attempt to make the restitution process as
effective as possible.

422
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For more information

CONTACT, YOUR JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

CONSULTANT (JDPC) AT YOUR NEAREST DIVISI9N

OF COMMUNITY SERVICES REGIONAL OFFICE

SOUTHERN REGIONAL OFFICE:
36 V.Memorial Drive, Madison, 53704 ( 08)249-0441

SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL OFFICE:
225 Executive Drive, Brookfield, 5005 (414) 257 -4450

MILWAUKEE REGIONAL OFFICE:
siq N. 6th St., Miwaukee, 53203 :.(414) 224-4501.

EASTERN REGIONAL OFFICE:
1181 Western Ave., Box 3730, Green Bay, 54303

(414)b494-9641

WESTERN REGIONAL OFFICE:.
719 W. Clairemonl- Ave., Box 228, Eau Claire 54701

(715) 836 -2174 .0) '

,NORTHERN REGIONAL OFFICE'',
Schiek-Plup, Box 697, Rhinelander, 54501
(715) 364W800

r Or contact

Wisconsin qovenie Restitution.Project
Dennis Maloney, Project Coordinator
81.&eau for COdren;louth
State Office Building
1 West Wifsot Street
Madison,'Wisconsin 53701.

(608) )266-5716
.p
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OVERVIEW

WISCONSIN' JUVENILE RESTITUTION EVALUATION

SECOND INTERIM REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overvtew

This reObrt is the'Second Interim Report on the Evaluation of the

Wisconsin Juvenile Restitution Project. The purpose -of this report is

to present a summary of all the'dat collected to daCie6: This re0drt

corporates and updates the information presented in the First Interim

- '

Report, June, 1980. The datashould not be viewed as conclusive-or final.

During the next phase of,this study, Carkhuff Associates will be collect-

ing additional information and further analyzing the data. A final report

will be deye o gd'in the Fali'of 1981.

The data presented in this report can be used to describe Restitution

Project youth. N'total of 492 youth are included in the sample. At the

tiMe this report was compiled, 347 of the youth had completed their resti-

tution involvement, while 145 were'still participatinuin the project. 'Data.

collectiOn began with thtfirst case at each project site. Project start

dates varied, as indicated in'the'list below:

.

SITE DATE OF FIRST
RESTITUTION INTAKE

_______ _ _, -----
Outagamie

Rock

Walworl

Green B

.Menominee

'Marathon

Chippewa

Douglas'

-Ashland

(BrOwn)

:
r.

,

.

5/16/79
.

2/12/79

.
3/28/79

3/29/79

4/23779
A. -

9/8/78
(5/1/79 - 2nd Case)

- 3/6/79

8/ 20 /79

5/21/79

425
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The following sections are summarized in this report:

Section I': Restitution Project Overivew

Purpose: To present an analysis of the process evaluation so that
1

the critical components of the administrative and project delivery pro-

cedures can be identified and refined.

Section II: Survey Results

Purpose: To present the initial findings from surveys completed, by

victims and community opinion leaders so that attitudes towards the

restitution project can be identified and improved.

Section III: Impact Data

Purpose: To present the impact data collected on projected youth

so that a picture of youth involvement at each site can begin to be

developed.

A

A more detailed presentation of each section is included in The

Second Interim Report.,

Carkhuff Associates would like to acknowledge the restitution project

staff for their continued assistance and cooperation with this evaluation

study.

*426
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SECTION I:

RESTITUTION PROCESS OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

This section contains an overview of the firm's finding from the

process evaluation of the Wisconsin Restitution Project. Process evalua-

tion data have been previously reported in. I) The Project Improvemerit

Report, November, 1979; 2) The First Interim Evaluation Report, June,

1980; and 3) The Preliminary Process Evaluation Reports for Eau Claire,o

Fond du Lac, Kenosha and Racine Restitution Projects.
I I.

-Most of the process data were collected during on-site visits conduc-

ted by Carkhuff Associates staff at the fourteen project sites. Additional

information was derived through telephone interviews and attendance at

Restitution Quarterly Meetings.

4.44k

Project staff can use the process evaluation findings to refine their

e/isting procedures. Also, the findings can be used to assist individuals

who are interested in developing new restitution project sites.

4

'.427
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Chart #1

Subject: An Overview of Restitution Project Administration Procedures

ADMINISTRATIVE
PROCEDURES

Contract Development
and Administration

Policy Development
and Implementation

Budget Monitoring,

yl

,

Public Relations and,

Information Dissemination

Resource Development

1

428

PURPOSE OF THE
PROCEDURE

To develop and assist in the imple-
mentation of contracts between county
restitution project staff and the
DHSS; to.tnsure the adherence toYr-
contract provisions by monitoring
and providing technical assistance.

To'actively provide for, and assist in,
the collective setting of restitution
project policy with all appropriate.
personnel -le.g., .projeCt coordinators,
University of Wisconsin Technical
Assistance staff, Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention Consultants, etc.).

To manage bHSS administrative activi-
ties in oilier to comply with the
financial ,and program stipulations
set by the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

Td develop and implement public
information and public relations
activities's° that the general pub=
lic arld interested criminal justice
professionals are kept informed
about the progress of the resptu-
tion projeh in Wisconsin.

a
To develop- and cultivate resqurces

1m- for the project and to gather infor-
mation relevant to the continued4

. growth and expansion of county
restitutio1 activities.

ti

a
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ADMINISTRATIVE'PROCESS

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The following planning dimensions should be considered in an effort

to secure future project fading:

Potential sources should be identified.

Data and information should be developed for presentation to

potential fading sources and community leaders.

MethOds for dissemination of project information should

be selected.

Technical assistance should be provided to project sites so

that they can pursue -local funding sources.

2'. The Restitution Project Manager should consider using an expert in

public relations to assist in the development and dissemination of

project information.

3. The administrative component of the restitution prof ct should arrange

or provide technical assistance to project staff i order to:

Provide skills training

Help in salving local problems

Assist in the development of local resources

4. .-
1 Stimulate information exchange among local - project staff..

4. ''Administrative monitoring of local restitution project delivery

should be frequent and linked to the restitution program evaluation.

. 429
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Chart #2

Subject: An Overview of,Restitution Project Delivery Procedures

DELIVERY
PROCEDURES

Target Group Identification
and Project Intake

h
Determination of the
Restitution Amount

Development of Youth
Restitution Plans

1

Monitoring Participation
and Providing Reinforcement

C

PURPOSE OF THE
PROCEDURE

To identify youth who are potentiajly
eligible, for project participation

.- and accept those who meet specific
project eligibility criteria.

To make a recommendation to the
a.. court which specifies a fair and

equitable amount of restitution.

Closure of Restitution
Cases

A.

To develop an individuzlied resti-
tution plan which addresses the

1°- relponsibilities of the youth and.the
interests of the parents and victim.

To monitor and differentially rein-
).- force youth performance and behavior

during participation in the project.

To close project cases when full
restitution to the victim his been
made or when a youth is terminated

a.-
from participation as a res.* of
npncompliance with.the restitution
plan,

,

430 k .
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Table 2. .

OVERVIEW OF PEOPLE INVOLVED IN RESTITUTION DELIVERY PROCEDURES

PEOPLE INVOLVED

PROJECT' PROCEDURE S
\ TARGET GROUP
1 IDENTIFICATION

, AND INTAKE

OETEPAINATI0ry OF

THE RESTITUTION
MOUNT

DEVELOPMENT OF
YOUTH RESTITUTION

Ws

MONITORING

PARTICIPATION AND
PROVIDING

REINFORCEMENT

CLOSURE OF
RESTITUTION

CASES

County Project Coordinator , X k X \ X X

0
Project Advisory Board.

.

X
.

.

County Judge ' X X

District Attorney X .

Intake staff X ,

i

Social Service Staff X ,

1 X X

Probation Staff ,-. X , X

Youth Participants X X .X X

Parents of Project Youth X X X - X

Victims 1. X
.

-

Employers of Project Youth X X . .2

Project Partners
..,

,
.

X X ' X

Insurance Adjuster
,

X

... .,
. 4

- 0

*Any single county prOject may involve a larger or smaller number of people in a larger or smaller numbqr
of procedures. This chart presents information About the types o people most frequently involved in
procedures airong all project sites in the study (N = 14).

1

'to

%. a
1

.431
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RESTITUTION DELIVERY PROCESS

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4

2/

1. It is important that Restitution Project staff won with the

court, social services and other local agencies in Order to clearly

define the role of the project within the community.

2 Victims should rkeive speCific informatiOn about the Restitution

Project, anticipated payment schedule, and alternative ways to

receive compensation.

3. Whenever possible, behavioral contracts between the project, the

youth, and the youth's parents shoOld be developed. This appioach

insures that the youth have a clear understanding about thelionse-

lquences of their behavior, the responsibilities of the project and

the outcomes associated -with successful' participation.

4. Project staff shOuld provide feedback to local law enforcement agen-

cies in order to facilitate an ongoing exchange of information.

5. An active pagtner.program can provide the project with resources

needed to personalize restitution progrimming for each youth. An'

effective. partner program includes,: 1) selecting, 2) train4ng, and

3) *sOgrvisilg.pf partners.

6. Whenever possible and appropriate, parents should be involved in their
<4.io .

child'I restitution programming. The decision about parental
4,
involve-

o
ment should be made on a case -by -case basis.

Project staff should.work closely with job-site supervisors. Employers

are not only the youth's source -of restitution employment, but also
o

offer an Opportunity to learn valvable new.work skills;

z .

4%.
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8. Participatiod in the restitution project provides the. opportunity

to.increase youth skills in a vatiallety of dimensions. Research.

dicates that providing new living, learning and working skills
. "----

to youth is the most effective form of rehabilitation. Project
/

.

staff should take every possible opportunity to 'facilitate the

project youth's sitilldevelopment.
.'

c

-4

40

e

.

4

4
. .

'.. 79-489 0-81--28

0

0
<-

a

..-
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SECTIO II

SURVEY RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

This section contains the firm's initial findings from th victim
and opinion leader surveys. The surveys focus do collecting attitudinal

data about the Restitution project and the local Juvenile Justice System.

The following list contains the sites surveyed:

Site Victims

NUMBER SURVEYED

Opinion Leader

Outagamie 38 11

Rodk . 23 5

Drown 27 . 4

Menominee' 6

Marathon 15 5

Chippewa - 20 5

Douglas 2 °- 5

-,

Opi nio aders inctuged'dpurit board members, law,enforceni' Tt
. 6

persognel 'Axial service staff,' s'
.cdAmunity advisory con i es and

. d,>.;2°, ° 0 "
.

others who are involved in loca'riervices? fo youlh., ' - 4 d . A

t .Z1Cre
0 -P. 4 4 'la c. ''

94 ', i spl
4 ; i A , q o 61 ,`Ats.`",o-fic.t, 4 e \\ .. - . i e ,. rri ; o' 1' *. -4 t : 'f* '®o>

. 40. 611 ?
'10 0, :

I t
0

,

4.
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INITIAL FINDINGS

VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE

Total Number Sent = 149

Total Number Returned = 83

Total Number Returned by Post Office

4'40Response Rate r 58.5%

7

QUESTION: How do you feel, about the way the restitution pro-

cess was handled in your case?

RATING PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS
* ....,,,

eery Dissatisfied - 1 14.46%

2 6.02%

3 8.43%8

4 19.28%

5 13.25%

. y
.. 6

16.87%

Very-Satisfied 7 21.694 ,

No RespO ses
'4k.b.

CI

435

4
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VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE

QUESTION: How do you feel about programs which involve the

youthful offender in paying back the victim for.the

loss produced by the crime?

RATINGS PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS

Very Unfavorable - 1 9.64%

2 4.82%

3 3.61%

4 7.23%
I.

5 2.41%

6 10.84%

Very Favorable 7 60.24%

No Response 1.20%

QUESTION: How do you feel about the way the juvenile justice

system is dealing with youthfuloffenders in your area?

RATINGS PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS

Very Unfavorable w- 1 13.25%

2 12.05%

'3 '13.25%

4 24.10%

5 15.60%

6 8.43%

Very Favorable - 7 6.02%
\-

No Response 7.23%

43 I
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VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I"\

Theme:

Respondents express8d dissatisfaction if a small percentage of the

documented loss was returned.

.fjer

Recommendation:

.0 Proect coordinators should explain to victims the process by which

the 'restitution amount was set. Victims should be gived a list of

steps they can take in order to get the full amount of tie loss

returned.

Theme: ,c.

Some respondents were unsure of ohy the amo....uX returned was less

than the amoupt ordered by the court. a
V

Recommendation:

Victims should be notified if the yodth fails to complete his or

her restitution. The reason for the incompletion should be provided
4.

as well as the subsequent steps theNictim can take in order to

recety compenSaiion. 4 '1
A

Theme:

Many respondents were dissatisfied w h the length of time between

the offensO and final payment of restItu 'o
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VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE 17

m. a

era Recommendation:

Although the Restitution Project coordinators haye limited control

over the time frames between offense and payment, the following

is recommended:,

Victims should be informed about the Restitution Project

time frames and the reason for the time fraines.
4 '4

If-a long time is anticipated before restitution payment L
canbe made in -full, then projects should consider

partial payments to the victims.

Theme:'

Some respondents commented that although they were dissatisfied

with the amount and/or the delays in payments, they were impressed

with the-Project Coordinator's efforts.

Recommendation:

Victims should be kept well informed about all activities related
f

to their case.

d.

Theme:

Many'respondents indicated some dissatisfactioh with the handling

.96
of their case, while at the same time, most of the respondants felt -

very favorable towards the concept of, restitution.

Recommeridation:,

. If victim dis5atisfaction with the payment procedures could be

addressedt_then victims will be an excellent source of commAty

support for the projedts. Projects may want to consider eliciting

suggestions from victims at the termination of a case.'

4i
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INITIAL FINDINGS

OPINION LEADERS

Total Number Sent = 41

Total Number Returned = 28

Response Rate,= 68.3%

QUESTION: How did you feel about the way, the juvenile

justice system in your area dealt 'with the youthful

offender two years ago?

RATINGS PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS

Very Unfavorable 1 7.14%
16%

2 1746%

21.43%

4 14.29%.

5 21.43%

6 7.14%

Very Favorable'.- 7
- .

3.57%

No Response 7.14%

439_
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OPINION LEADER QUESTIONNAIRE

436

20 se

0

QUESTION: How do you feel about the way the juvenile justice

system deals with young offenders?

RATINGS PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS

Very Unfavorable - 1 t 10.71%

2 7.'14%

3 10.71%

4 7.14%

5. 25.00%

6 21.431

Very Favorable 7 ,14.29%

No Reponse, 3.57%

o

QUESTION: How familiar are you with the juvenile offender

victim restitution program in your area?

RATINGS PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS

Very Unfamiliar - 1 3.87%

:2 7.14%

3 7.14%

4'.,,,, 7.14%

5 7.14%

Yr

6 21-43%

Very Pamiliar - 7 46.43%

No Response

4 4
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OPINION LEADER QUESTIONNAIRE

437'

21

QUESTION: How do you feel abodfiactim restitution programs

which help victims get some type of pay-back from the

juvenile offender?

RATINGS PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS

Very Unfavorable - 1

2

3 3.57% 2

4 3.57%

S 3.57%

6 17.86%

Very Favorable :7 71.43%

No Response

QUESTION: How do you feel about the, Restitution Project now

opbratIng in your area?

RATINGS PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS
C

Very Unfavorable - 1

2

3 7.14%

4 3.57%

5 14.29%

.
6 25.00%

Very Favorable 50.00%

N44^Response
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OPINION LEADER QUESTIONNAIRE

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS;

Theme:

1,0

Many opinion leaders were very familiar with their local Restitution

Project while others indicated that they were unfamiliar with the ,

project.

Recommendation:

Restitution project coordinators and advisory boards should make an

effort to inform the Zommunities about the RestitOtion Project

highlights. VehiCles for disseminating information about the projects

could include newspaper articles, speaking engagements, informal

meetings with community leaders, and development of materials

describing project outcomes (e.g., annual reports),

Theme:

Some opinion leaders commented that they felt the Restitution Project

was effective beCause it involved parents in the process,'

Recommendation:

The involvement of parents in the restitution process should be

encouraged whenever possible by project coordinators.

4 4 9,..

-1=1immI`"--
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OPINION LEADER QUESTIONNAIRE
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- 23

Theme:

Respondents supported the objective of victim compensation, but

also felt stronlgy about the potential community benefits of

restitution.

Recoamendation:

Projects should consider the assignment of community service hours

along with victim compensation in cases where it would be appropriate.

Theme:

Opinion leaders see the project as an'opportunity for youth to learn

new skills and gain self-respect.

Recommendation:

Efforts should be made to assist youth in the acquisition of new

skills. Gains made by youth in skill areas should be documented

by the projects.

a

.
413
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SECTION III

IMPACT DATA

INTRODUCTION

his section contains a statewide summary olb,the impact data 4

colleted to date. The primary sources of inforwation were the IPA

Intake and Closure Forms. The Second Interim Report presents the data

by pro ect site. At this time, it would beinappropriate to consideP-

the da a as conclusive or final. Rather, the data presented in this

report can be used to describe restitution. project youth. A total of

492 yo th are included in the sample. At the time this report w

compil d, 347 of the youth had completed their restitution involvement;

while l 5 were still participating in the project. A narfttive des- '

cripti n of the data is presented, followed by a summary of the statewide

data.

4U

I
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DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA
,

The following as a description of the youth involved in the Wisconsin

Juvenile Restitution'Project.

Youth Characteristics:

Ninety percent of the youth are male. The most common birth years are

1962, 1963 and 1964. Seventy-Jour percent of the youth are enrolled full-

time in school, while 13% are not attending school. At the time of

restitution closure, 81% o(the youth are living with their families, and

12% of the youth are 'residing in non-secure facilities.

0

Offense Data:

The most common referral offense -is buirglary, followedby vandalism

and larceny/theft. On a 7-point scale, with I being least severe and 7

bring most severe, the most frequent severity rating assigned to the

referral offenses is 5. Thirty-eight percent of the youth are first

offenders, However, the average number of prior offenses for the entire
S

°sample is 2.93.

Most project youth are given multiple dispositions, including resti-

tution, with pfobation and/or counseling. At restitution closure, a

majority of the youth are still on probation.

Seven percent of the project youth have committed i subsequent offense,

while in the restitution project. Consistent with the referral offense

informatiqn, burglary is the most common type of subsequent offense.

417
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Victim Information:

Many cases indicate multiple victims. The most common victim type

is a person or individual. The average amount of documented victim loss

is approximately $700.00.

Employment Information.

The most coaffon type of restitution work arranged is subsidized

employment, followed by regular employment in'the private or'public

sector. A majority of the youth retain less than 50% of their wages:

The average amount earned by project youth is $327.00.
. .

At restitution closure, 37% of the youth are employed. Employment

at closure is most commonly obtained by the youth or through the con-

tinuation of their restitution positions. Fifty-four percent of the youth

are unemployed at closure. The most common reason state for unemployment

is the lack of a position.

Closure Information:

Eighty-five percent of the project youth completed their restitution

* requirements. The most common reasons for incompletions are: 1) youth

moved; and 2) petition dismissed/inappropriate for project.

V

18
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SUMMARY

STATEWIDE DATA

NUMBER OF CASES

Intake - 492 Closure - 347

YOUTH CHARACTERISTICS I

Sex: Male - 418 Female - 48 Missing Data - 26

Birth Year: 1958 - 1

1959 -
1960 - 5

1961 - 22

_1962 - 90
1963 - 136

1964 -.116
1965 - 59

1966 - 25
1967'. 4

1968 - 2

1969 - 2

Missing Data - 30

Race: White - 359
Native American - 96
Black - 4

Ugknown - 33

School Full-Time - 362
gallE Not in School -'65

N Night SchoolLGED - 4
Alternative School - 3

;-,

Part-Time - 8
Graduate - 1

Secure Facility School - 2
Unknown - 47

!Alia With mily - 273 ,41!.

Stittis Nog-S ure Facility -
iiCrEsure: SecuA Facility - 11

Independehtly - 4
'Runaway - 4
Military - 1

Drug Treatment Center - 1

Away at School -

Missing Data - 12

79-489 0-81-29

4 A Q4 ir
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STATEWIDE DATA

446 J
OFFENSE DATA V

Referral
Offense:

Forcible Rape - 1 Weapons - 4
Robbery - 8 Drunkenness. - 2
Aggravated Assault - 2 Disorderly Condut - 8
Burglary - 172 Trespass/Threat - 3
Larceny/Theft - 61 Curfew - 1

Assault and Battes- 8 Operating Motor Vehicle
Arson - 7 . without Consent - 35
Forggy - 9 Reckless Driving -s2
Sto ldb Property - 13 Driving Under .Influence - 1

Vandal ism - 77 Criminal Mischief - 3
Auto Theft - 55

Missing Data - 20

Offense LEAST SEVERE 1 - 1 Missing Data - 30
evee 2 - 119

a.
Rating: 3 - 7

4 - 13

5 - 292

MOST
6 - 0

SEVERE 7 - 30

Number of
7rT(77---
Offenses:

Mean = 4.29-

OF PRIORS

Mode = 5

I OF YOUTH Missing Data.7.. 55

*Ar'

. i.

0
1

3
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

f3
14
15
18

20
22

25
28

30

31

164

51

34

22

18

7

7

8

1

3

6

2

3

7

, 1

2

1

3

2

5

1

Mean = 2.93 Mode 0

,

450
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STATEWIDE DATA

"-Court

-M.6ns:

447

32

Restitution - 462
Probation - 309

Non-Secure Placement - 48
Secure Facility - 14

Commitment to State Corrections - 6
Counseling - 155

Subsequent
Offense

IsTio7.-To

RiFfrialon
Cosure:

.

Burglary - 8 Auto Theft - 4
Larceny/Theft - 4 Forgery - 1
Vandalism,- 1 Criminal Mischief - 1 -

Trespass - 2 Operating Motor Vehicle
Assault and Battery - 1 without Consent - 1

Offenses Not Specified - 13

Total Number of Subsequent Offenses - 36

Percentage of Youth with Subsequent Offense - 7.31% .

Court

tatus at
Closure:

No Longer Under Court Jurisdiction -

On Probation - 198
Review Scheduled - 14
Secure Facility - 8
Youth Transferred - 3
Case Up for Appeal - 1
Non-Secure Placement - 2
lnformal.Supervision - 5
Moved - 1

Ordered Restitution on New Offense - 1

Consent Decree -.2
Other -

98

o.

VICTIM INFORMATION

Victim Tyoe: Person - 210
Household - 94
School - 99

Store/Business - 156'

Victim Loss:
A

-of

Kissing Data.- 24

Average Mount of Oocumented Loss:
Range of Documented Loss:

4

S 701.73
SO - 57,000

4'51
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J

Amount Average Amount of RestitutionPaid: $ 348.15
Recovered. . Range of Amobnt Paid. SO - $6,411

Average Percentage of Loss ReCovered- 28%

EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION

Type of CETA Po;ition - 38
Work: Subsidized Employment - 258

Regular Employment - 75
Victim Service = 14
Community Service -.62

Household Chores - 3
Paid Youth Program - 2

0

YOuth, erage Amount Earned: `4N.5-a.F.25
TaTiiings: "Range of Amount Earned: SO - 52,251

.

Average Amount Kept by Youth: S 116.88
Range of Amount Kept by Youth: $0 - $j51

Average Amount of Youth's
Earnings Paid by Project: 235.11

-Range of Amount Paid by Project: SO - 52,251

Employment Restitution Job Continuing - 53
arClosure: Job Found Through Project - 11

Job Found by Youth - 49
Job Found by Parents or Friends -
Job Obtained Through Other Program - 6
Unpaid Common-4y Service - 1

Type of Employment Not Specified - 3

Total Number of Youth Employedrat Closure - 128

Percentage of Youth Employed A Closure - 36.89%

Rea;on for Doesn't Want 6 Work - 47
Unemo oyment Has No Job - 110
at Closure Not Emplpyable -10

Employment Arranged, Not Started = 8
In School - 11

Runaway - 2

Total Number of Youth Unemployed at Closure - 188

Percentage of Youth Unemployed at Closure - 54.18;

ei r)
ti .

st
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STATEWIDE DATA

449

CLOSURE INFORMATION I

Completions: Full Compliance with'Requirements.- 274

Full Compliance with Adjusted Requirements - 21

Total Completions - 295

Percentage of Youth Completing Restitution - 85.01%

TncompletionS: Youth Never Had a Job - 7
Youth Lost Job - 5
Youtt Oid Not Meet Requirements - 8
Youth Moved - 9
.Youth Refused Participation - 1

Parent Refused Participation - 1

Youth Committed on Current Offense - 7
Referral Withdrawn /Inappropriate for Project - 3
Petittsa,Dismissed/Not Guilty - 9

,New Offe:Ae - 1

Total Number of Incompletions - 51

Percentage of Youth Not Completing - 14,70%

Project I Average number of days from offense
'lime Frames: to referral: . 120 days ,

Average number Of days from referral
to closure: 121 days

"7b-489 0-81----30 453

(.4
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Wake County Juvenile

Court 'Restitution

"Learning

Through
1.

Community 1

wicfe .

4-

Wake County Juvenile Court 'Restitution
Ms. Sandy Pearce, -Program Director
Wake County Courthouse, Room 227 .

. P.O., Box 351
Raleigh, N. C. 27602

(919) 733.2867

. 4:".- .1t.,
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The Problem

Vandalism! Larceny! Breaking and Entering! The
incidence of property-related crimes commited by
juvenile offenders increases annually on both-the local
and national level. In Wake County, at least 60% of all
cases brought to' the attention of the Juvenile Court
Office involve the takirig and/or destruction of prop-
erty. There are numerous on-going efforts to dissipate
the occurrence of these offenses. The most innovative
and predictably the most s ccessful , is restitution
through community service,

The Goals

The goals of the Wake County Juvenile Restitution .
Program are:

To increase the sense of responsibility and account-
ability of juvenile offenders

To prevent the recurrence of property-related crimes
committed by juveniles (under 16 years old)

To satisfy the victims of property-related crimes by
ordering compensation through supervised service to

-
the community

.TO provide juveniles In the program an opportunity to
learn appropriate behavior patterns and to practice
behavior necessary for success in interpersonal and
work situations

455
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The Program

The Wake County Juvenile Court Restitution Program
is Federally Funded (OJJDP) and operates through Wake

County Government. It is an innovative program designed

to confront juvenile offenders, under age 16, with their
responsibility to compensate victim(s) of property related

crimes. Juveniles who. are adjudicated delinquent in court

proceedings will be ordered by the court to make
restitution in the form of supervised community service.
The Wake County Juvenile Court Restitution Program
will:

(1) screen the juvenile for appropriateness to
the program

(2) determine the length and location of service

(3) develop community job sites

provideprovide adult supervision for juveniles
during the service period

(5) and notify victims 614ie youth's satjs-
factory completion

o
of his/, her restitu-

tion obligation
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The Work Sites
Typical work sites cooperating with the Wake County
Juvenile Court 'Restitution Program include:

t The Wake County Sheriff's Department

Wake County Opportunities, Inc.

The Women's Center, Inc. .

' The Raleigh Housing Authority

The Wake Cody 'School System

'Hilltop Home for Retarded, Children

The Raleigh Parks Department

:0' The Raleigh Police Department

. /
r

-

"Juvenile offenders should be held accountable for their
crimes. Restitution through service to the community
pi-ouidea a constructive method for teaching responsibility ,

within a community setting."

The Honorable George F. Baion
Chief District Court Judge
Wake County

457
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The ?_r=ose

The Wake County :.:venile :oust restitution program is Federally
funded-(CJJTP) and operates througn County government. It is an
innovative program designee to confront juvenile offenders witn
their responsibility to compensate victims and tne community for
property offeMsers tr.e., larceny, 'surge:7y, breakIng and entering,
sloplifting). Juveniles are adjud'"P-ed delinquent. and art ordered'
tv the court to make restitution In the form of supervise! community
services.

Dre 1:als

Che goals of the 'we'e County Juvenile Pestitution progrem are:

- To Increase the sense of r4spons""4:7 and accountability of
juvenile offenders.

,

- Do prevent tn&trechrence of proper-y,r,oe-ed --lies committed
by mauveO! e3.

- To satisfy the victims of proflsrty-related crimes by ordering
sation.tnrc.gh supervise! service to the community.

- To proviie ',ventles in the program Cr. opportunity'to learn
apprpriaietehavior patterns and to practice benavior necessary
for success in interpersonal and work situations. ,

The ProceSs,

Steol - lntaee acrd Screeninz ?recess

Each case is d by an intake counselor to determine the se-
ve,ity of the charges and the approp-',-.-.3s of court action.

4After a petition is filed, an evaluation team meeting is conducted.
The counselor, 3estit'ut.:.on director, and tae Court Psychologist
assess Ile case in terms of appropriateness to tne program. The
ileng2;n of the comm-nit;' servize obl-gation is set'at toe screening
confTcence. A formal recOmmerdstion is made in the preheering
pour: summary for participation in commAty service restitution.

Stem I: - The Court Process

After an adjutioation of ieling'..ency,. a dispOsillonal order for in

ffr 11
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4_40, County J,..-tenile Court 5eo n
Page 2

volvement ;n the Restitution program is entered.

Stem II: - Com.ounitv Service Process

Imletiately follo.ing tne court nearing, traprorem teets
with :ht yc-th ant ni3,-er parents. The p_rp:se a-: proc::! .ris in
the program are ikplaihed. A Restin-tion Ior.-a:: and otn:,r forms
are signed. A.second =eating is so.eduled. The seconc meeti-g :s
a joo skills conference. The program director uses tnis tonference
as:

1) an opportL:oity to get to %now the client
and

2) an opportunity :o provite:cos<ills training.

A Restit,otion handbook is ;resented and disoussed wit: tne client.
Information regarding Ins, purpose of tne prog'rar, Ore r.11es of toe
program. and proc edures for handling proclems a: wosk are liallnated.
A oc4 ob application is completed by tne client- The program
director discusses the victim's perspecti,,e with each client. A

letter is sent to each victim descricing tne program and specifying
tne uvenile's community service coligation.

e:-'in two weeks of toe court near-; :o begins .or<ing.
7cl4nteer work is performs,: on Sat,irlays a: community agenc_es, i.e.,
The Police :epartment, one One omen's Tenter, ano One nake
:ounty :erebral Palsy :enter The .1vet.les .asr. cars, pai-t rooms,
ra<e lea/es, wash winoo.s, clean cr plan: snrubs. There is
cne supervisor for every tmree The s-pervi.ors
six no-rs of training cefore worgtng in :re program. The,super.isors
are paid oy One hour. Transporta-'-n _s provided for clients (leasec
van) wro do net nave treir own transportation.

The si-perv-sors complete a benavioral onec<list on each client aeon
week. This retort is given to the program Lirector and tne court
counselor. Progress ant problems are monitored via this report.

When toe :lien: completes r!isiher work obligation, a termination con-
be is conducted. The progrgm director tist.sses One .:rk es.

perience with the client to assess any attitucinal or benavioral
oranges. The behavior rtiorts are used to prase or construc0f:e1/
critize the client's benavior in a ".or<" sltuation. The client's
reward for cotpleting ore orligaticn is e-positive comm-..n_ty servioe
summery wnicn is Inc-I-met in hisVner court record. The victim is
no".d of tne client's sat actor. completion of the program.

The Ctoortunitv

in commo.mit, service Restit-tion is a positive :earning
experience for ,luvemile proterti offenders. j'..veniles are taLght,
tne :a-se ant -elationsnip iet.een breaking therlaw arc -

sacr'''-'ng time and energy to wore. a: a community agpncy. Througn
participati2n in community service restitution, ,Nven-les often gain
as sense ofrt'esponsi:ility for wrong-doing, a sense of contributing
to One community and an ,-ncerstanding of the victim's perspective..

'459 vt.
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$a7(e .17:%.nty jvver.11e ":ourt
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This program of?ers luvemile :oro:oerty offencers:.

positive Interaotion eAemplary, su,tport.'.e a.2.11-. role
models wro sulerlse t-em at wor,. s.tes.

2; 53,:ti: sim2lIstIs oo trainir6 In a :rs.;

3; and an o:o2o-t...rily to .-e- fail.:e -a: :a:one s ;at-e7r.
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WAE COUNTY JINZN'LLS COI= RESP.--""-CN

STA1F:G ?ROCETC-AIES so.

.) The evaluatioc team for ac h referral will consist
of the Progrd51.Directcr, the supervising intake and/or
court counselor and the court psychologist (if needed).

2) The supervising court counselor will present to the
evaluation team information regardin g juvenile,
includihg:
I Temographio information
2 Social history information and

413 Court history

3) The juvenile's appropriateness to the program will, be
assessed individually by the screening committee,
based on the child's4,total range of functionary a-
bilities, including intell4gence emotional stability,-

. and soC*1 skills. 1

4; If the .juvenile is deemed inappronriate for the program,
the sutervising court counsel:5r will indicate .this to
the chid and his/her fami:y. The counselor will file
a Motion for aev;.i.ew and 'delineate this situation to
the court:

:f the juvenile is deemed a....eriate for the program,
the screening committee will set the number of hours
to be worked and the location of employment, based on
the .type and seriousness of the offense.

4

A
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WAKE COUNTY jUVEN7FLE COURT RESTITUTION PRCORAM

Selection Criteria

A. The individual must be between tea e_nd fifteen years
old and a resident of Wake, CBunty, NC.

L The juvenile must be adjudicated for theoffense(s)
11..`or which he or she was charged.

C. The offemse(s; Committed wild. be restribted to property'
crites.

The Nvenile must be deleted mentally and
emotionally'atle to a estitution requirement.

E)' The Nveni,le arm ;arent or legal guardian Lust be
willing t sigi, a contractual agreement which will sti;-
ulate the nuMnr of hours Of community service work to
to ter`o-med and the date, for com;letion as determined
1,7 tne laze _cunt*/ juvenile Court Restitution Program.

4(1,

0 t)0
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COUNTY :CURT PEST:TeT:ON :=c' .a:4

Yodel for AssiEr_ment of Ocnnunloy Zer/1oe

Severity of Offense -r- CommLn1ty Service -curs

-

o
.

L.evel 1

I
Cres,nassing
False A1arn
Possession of SI:rglary
TOO1s

_

lsn Offense and :-...-.se 3rd Cffense

20 - 25
, .

25- 30 30 - 40

:..eel :1

Xlsdentanor.lierceny
Misdeneanor 3rea%In5

and Zntertng
----:,..

d
,e./

7.7o/ RlinE
Aeceivtng Stolen Goods
7andalism

.

Mo%cr 7eniole Offenses
involvtng ;ro;oerny danage

1 Ca1awf%::. :Alm...no

.

..

2C - 30

.

0 - 40

,

40 -
t
go

- J

- FeLonlv-s lar-...eny
Arson

'onixas BreakIni and
terini

t

3C - 40

.

\

40 - 5O
.

-

50 - EC

..

.

4 C
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RULES AT THE WCRX-SITE

I. Rules for the Juvenile

49.

All jobs must have rules and regulations. In order

for you to complete your cork program, it'is necessary

that all rules be obeyed.' if you do not obey the rules,

it =ay become necessary to terminate (STC ?) you involve-

,000mentiin the program. :f you are terminated (STOP?ED)

from the program for breaki.s, you case will

RETURN TO CCURT'FOR A NEW ECISION BY THE JUCGE. THE

RULES THAT YOU are expected to follow are:

1. Be at work or. time.

2. Work mach week,..1:41ess you have a good reason, (sick-
.

ness, death in the family).

3. Follow the instructions of the work-site supervisor.

4. Co not destroy property at the work-S.i.te.

5. Co not arg,..e or curse with anyone at the work-site.
o

6. Co not -.Ise or possess any alco holic beverage, mari-

juana, glues, inhalents or any drugs on the jot-site.

7. Co not fight,with a:Iyoneat the work-site.

8. Do hot steal at the work -site.

9. Tot: must work hard, do a good job.

10. You =ay not possess any weapons at the work- sites.

11. YoU may not'flirit with fellow workers or your super-

visors.

12. Co not leave the mob -site without permission.'

You should not BE CHARGED WITH BREAKING THE LAW

WHILE TN THE RESTInTION PROGRAM.

i65
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Rule; for the Supervisor

it is your responsibility to deal with problems and
rnle infractions at the wort -site in a consistent-and
:air manner. :n doing so 7V1 :713: set an example by;

Reporting on time for each assignment.
Reporting for each assignnent unless there is a
vilid eXZUJO (sio:cness, etc.).,"

our.sing, or arg:aing with your' employees.
Not using or possessing any alcoholic beverages,
rarijutna or otter drugs at the.job-sties.
Not using physical force to deal with problems.
Remaining busy and lavol79d with the juvenilei at
the work-site.
Not leaving the juveniles unsupervised at the work-
site.
Not unnecessary thysical coatimot with juvenile;
or fellow supervisors at the job-site.
Xaintaining.the role of rupervii.or.and not norm a
social relationship with the youth.

Should a 7:11.0 violation occ.ir at the ::b-sits, the pro-
perprocedure la to:

1) Con:ront and discuss the r-la violation with the
uvenile.

2) :: it is a minor rule, handle the situation there
and 74Int out :uture consecsonces of continued mis-
conduct.

3) T.: tme rule In:ractiom is major or disruptive, ask
the juvenile to leave the job site or providohim/hor
transportation off he site if another supervisor is
available. :: assault becomes a ;OSSL'OLLL:7J call
Appropriate law pforce-.ent officials.

MI&

3
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WAXE CONTY JUVENZLE COURT P.F.STITUTICN PRCGRAM

Termination Criteria

A :;uvenile may be voluntarily terminated bath to
tne court for sentencing si=ply oy the expression of desire to
do so.

Involuntary termination with referral:cack to Juvenile 0ourt for
sentencing =ay occur as -a-result of thefollowing:

1. sore than :ne unauthorized absence fro= the community
*ervice «;r :c assiznment as scheduled. Unauthorized ab-
sences will be those unralated to school or illness.
Otner aosences such as sa=lly personal commit=ents
must be approved in advance by the program director:
An unexoused 10 minutes tarty dill constitute an un-
authorized absence.

2. Failure to make up absent, hours.by the scheduled complet-
ion date.

3. More than one unek:used tardy on work assignment schedule.

4. Further ad,ludioation of 'uvenilewaile he is a.participant
of the program can _ea.. automatic .termination. _

.
.

_
5. Failure to comply with the rules or cooperate with the

work-site supervisor at the job site.

. <

:48
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iCommunity Arbitration.
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The American,dUblic has long descnbed
the juvenile justice system as a "do
nothing" system, one that does nothing
about the young offender, and even less
about protecting soctett Their frustration
stems from trying to deal with a system
that has not been visible* to them, and
which they feel apparently does little more
than slap a youth's wrist and turn him back
out on the street.

Traditionally, in Maryland, when a youth
is referred to the Juvenile ServicesAdmin-
istration for a first or second misdemeanor-
type offense, he may have to Wait several
weeks before receiving an intake screening
latter, from a Juvenile Services intake
officer, asking the youth to come in and
discuss the offense By this time, the youth
may have committed several pther

offenses and the problem is no longer
minor, he comes to feel that society does
not punish or hold him responsible for his
actions The total effect is that society
parents, community, and the legal process

fails to set the limits within which aU
people must operate

Maryland began looking for ways to
resolve 'this dilemma, and, in 1973, the
Anne Arundel County office of the Juve-
nile Services"Administration the

Community Arbitration Progra It is,

basically, an innovative use of Maryland's
existing juvenile law, which allows Quick

and positive responses to a youth's anti-
social behavior By maximizing the interest
and involvement of concerned community
groups and organizations, the programulti-
mately delivers a greater amount of atten-
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tan and resources to the child than would
be possible within the traditional process.

Community Arbitration is an innovative
juvenile intake procedure.' and the Com-
munity Arbitrator's options, therefore.
parallel those of the regular intake officer.
These options include' closing the case at
intake because of insufficient evidence,
closing the case at intake with a
"warning", referring the case to the
State's Attorney's Office and authorizing
the filing of a formal court ,petition, or
placing the child on 90 day informal
supervision.

A key to the program is the unique utili-
zation of the 90 day informal adjustment
process Community involvement is
stressed to the youth by encouraging him
to agree to donate time in community

sa a

service, Community counseling agencies
are heavily used also. In addition, the
program has helped to develop several
specialized educational resources, such as
the Mini-Bike Safety- program run by the
Anne Arundel County Police, and the Drug
Education Ptpgram designed and run by
the County Health Department. With each
of its programs, Arbitration encourages
community solutions to what are
essentially community problems.

If a youth rs'alleged to have committed a
delinquent act which is included on the list
of offenses heard by Arbitration.2 and the
police offs is satisfied that the child was
probably i Ned in the cased the police
officer issu a "juvenile citation" Isimilar 9
to a traffic ticket) to the youth. -

.
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"You can talk to that lady
atoout a lot of stuff She don't

lust sit there and tell you what
you're going to do and all that
stuff Kind of gives, you a
choice

-

4

.

"It's fair.. -you don't have ete listen to him
You can have your attorney here fairest

it's gonna ever get, as I seelt...and it came
up fast

d '10,
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The citation form, which provides for thrl
signature of the child and, his parent or
guardian, both notifies the child and parent
of the offense alleged, and serves as a
Parental release form The police officer
then sets the hearing time and date directly
On the citation 17 yvorking days after the
issuance of the citation) A copy of this

' citation is left with the child and parent,
and a copy is g;ven to the complainant

-The citation accomplishes several objec-
tives, n it emphasizes to the child and
parents that the child has been accused of
an offense, 2) the c 1 rem com-
plainant are each n that a hearing
w,// occur at a specific e and place, and
that each party wsl have an opportunity to
be heard,4 and 3) i tares to all parties that
what will be take g place is an important
legal matter, carrying certain respon

sibilities.
A greater /lumber of Juveniles and

complainants are responding to this
method. iSince the program's inception,

4 consistently fewer than 5% of the youths
fail to appear at the hearing Those youths
not appearing at the Arbitration hearing

OF in Os wa.. ntet pp:v.4w planonty me not
Prue to :4PPawd.gs'
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are,then referred to,the conventional intake
process for possible Juvenile Court action

The Arbitration hearing is conducted in a
courtroom setting, which visually empha
sizes to the child that he has become
involved with the juvenile justice system
While both the conventional 'make hearing
and the specialized intake process of Corn
munny Arbitration represent the child's
initial contact with the juvenile justice
system, the more formal setting of the
Arbitration hearing enables the child to
quickly comprehend the importance and
meaning of the procedure with whichl* is
involved, and that it is not merely another

'lecture or discussion To all parties, tickets
and courtrooms are recognized and ac
cepted arenas for resolving legal disputes

,
The Community Arbitrator is an actor

ney, which allowed several significant de-
velopments in the program.

1) Because Arbitration makes dramatic
departures from the traditional intake
conference, an.attorney can better- guide
the legal aspetts of the prbiar'am's develop-
ment, implementation, and expansion

thought It was pretty good dotnq work and all It's better to help
other people and-yourself at the same time

du-yok

r
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a .

"It got me busy dialog something to stay out of trouble:.. Lets me pay
back for-all thelrouble J caused

2) The underlying premise of the pro-
gram is that when the child oversteps legal
boundaries, he should realize not only that
such boiondaries exist, but also the purpose
and latent of theie boundaries (For
example, a child charged with being dis
orderly should know what constitutes dm.
orderly condUct, as well as why disorderly
conduct is prohibited by society.) Another
underlyigg theme of the program is to
t ti,, youths to obey the law out of re-

r the rights of others, no lust out
of fear of consequences. An attorney's
training and experience better equips him
to explain the rational basis of the rules
established by society.

a? An attorney is also trained to re-
cognize whether the charge alleged meers
the standard of legal sufficiency One es-
sential,. philosophical 'basis of the U.S.
Supiernp Court decision regarding,children
(In re Gault. 1966) is that the State should
not.inierferrsqltrthe lives of children until
Of unless there is evidence that a dean-

' quent act has been committed_ The initial
intake inquiry should, therefore, address
two basic issues: whether there exists

' enough evidence for the State to prove its

5 Trethoonoy, Maryland when a cdld deems en
Ottende at the otOe nereq, the .take Men refers

r

4 74

4,
case, and whether that child's behavior
constitutes an offense An attorney can
make the determination on sufficiency of
evidence wheh a child claims non-involve-
ment in an offense .5

The coinplainant is always advisedof his
_option to have the State's Attorney review
any and all decisions resulting from
Arbitration. Complainants have appealed
arbitration dectSions in less than 1% of the
easel. These appeals hreles'ulted in the
subsequent pe 'titn in only .1%
of the Arbitration caseload.

The cooperation and support of lqcal law
enforcement jurisdictions, the courts, the
State's iAttorney's Office, bin, the County
Executive's officio, are indispensible to the
Arbitration efforft.

The legal, aspectsof the program are
balanced by a social worker's overseeing
the community component of the process.
A social worker, by training and experi-
ence, is capable of locating, using, and
expanding already rafting community
resources and develbping new resources in
which to involve children participating in
the program. A vital aspect of Arbitration is

the case to the State s Attorney's othe for
defernwnetion of Suftrc,enty

7



a.

471

developing a construct&e relationship
'between the child and the sponsoring corn
munaty group. so that the community
begins approaching the children not as

delinquents. but as individuals who can
and want to become contributing mem
bers of their communities In addition, the
social worker coordinates and supervises
the activities of field staff to ensure that
the childrerecerve the care and treatment
mandated by Maryland law '

Most youths who come into the Com
munity Arbitra n Program can readily
perceive the del ental results of their
misconduct, and it ay be a disservice to
those youths not to permit them to re ,

habilitate themselves by repairing the
damage to the community An important
aspect of Community Arbitration is to help
the third understand the extent to which
his community is injured when a person
willingly breaks the law tfor 'example,
increases in . consumer prices can be
directly related to shoplifting

One aspect of the ComMunity Arbitra-
bon Program involves having children who
have broken a law agree to contribute
some time to improving the community If
a child admits to the charge and agrees to
an informal adjustment of his case, he and
an assigned field supervisor select a com
mundy work project that will involve the ,

youth with a groyp or organization already,
dedicated to bettering the community The
youth works directly with neighbors -and
acquaintances 'who are themsehieS in-
terested in community improvement

The field supervisor plays three vital
MI 11 monitoring work sites to ensure
that e child is not being taken advantage
of or istreated by the community group
or orga. ahon. 2) akeviattni any friction
that may velop between the Organize-
don and the hild, and 3) providing back
up senvces, s h as counseling, support,
or transportation` that the child may need
to complete the °gram.

The positive effects of the community
involvement a y n.l of Arbitration is de
monstra led by many children maintaining
their involvement w th the ..ommunity in
provement organization well beyond their
agreed upon hauls, and childien becoming .

. members or junior members of these
organizations Work projeus have ranged
from youths helping to construct parks fot
retarded children, to helping in day care
crtprs, nursing homes, or hospitals

In some cases, however youths are
unable to fully appreciate how private'
offenses (such 'victimless' crimes as
narcotics violations, glue sniffing etc
injure the community These youths are
often referred into community counseling
agencies, such as youth service bureaus
and pastoral counseling units, which are
physically divorced from the Juvenile
Services Administration. This separation
allows the child to approach the counseling
experience- as something completely
distinct from the legal process Location of
such counseling agencies within the im-
mediate community also eriabILTS the child
to seek, help without relying upon his family
for transportation

"If I had a Men corning here, I would tell
him ttake the c rnunfty work like I did.
This is mood for kids, because hg /field
supervisor) listens to bath' sides, and you
have achance "

4:7 5
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As the Arbitration program developed, it
also became apparent that many specific
charges actually resulted from long
standing feuds among several families
within a community, These feqds involved
juveniles as walk as aslultshey often
Originated with the .adults and later
involved tie children. ktseveral cases.
juvenile citations were upled with
District Court warrants involving adult
offenders. Because traditional counseling
techniques are ill-suited to the successful
resolution of such situations, the inter
family counseling service was developed
within-the Artntretion program Ideally, at
the Arbitration hearing, both sides agree tq'
meet with the counselor, who then
arranges separate meetings with each side
in the dispute Later. in a combined
meeting at some neutral location, the inter.

family counselor mediates and guides the
Mines to resolving the problem

a.

'Foa many of the children Who have been
through the juvenile justice system,
traditional methods have just not been
effective in setting limits for their behavior
The Community Arbitration Program was
designed and implemented as an innova-
tive and flexible attempt to reach chit ren
whose needs were not being met by t
regular, traditional methods. It is
philosophy of Maryland's juvenile justice
system that children have the right to
expect an adequate and appropriate
response when they test society for the
limits of permtisable behavior

4.1
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When I walked Into the arbitration room

it makes you think about getting some
11/77e,"
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Offenses Subject to Hearing
Before COmniunity Arbitrator

1. Assault
2. Assault and Battery
3. Auto Tampenng
4 Concealed Weapons Violation

1 5., Conspiracy
6.: Cruelty to Animals
7 Desecration of State or National Flags
8 Destrbction of Property
9. Disorderly Conduct

Io
10. False Alarm

a) Fire
b) Burglary
c) Other

11 False Statement to Pohce
12. Firearms Violations

a) Discharging, 300 ft. of residential
area

ti) Othe?
13. Forgery and Uttering
f4. False Pretense
15. Hitchhiking
16. Interfering with Public Servant in Line

of Duty
a) Police.Officer .

b) Fireman
c) Other

17. Indecent Exposure
18 Larcemeunder $100

a) Shoplifting
b) Other

19. Littering,
Loitenng

21. Phone Misuse/Harassment
22: Possession of Freworks
23. Receiving Stolen Goods
24. Removing or Defacing Serial Numbers

. 25.. Resisting Arrest
26. Traffic Violations

. a) Driving without license
b) ReCiless driving
cl UnfOgistered vehicle

,d) Dnving intoxicated
e) Other

27' Trespassing
, 28. Unauthorized Use

29. Vandalism

4174
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of Health and Mental Hygehe

from lungs provided by
The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement

and the Administration of Justice,
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RESTITUTION PROGRAM WORKS, CITY YOUTH SAYS

I By Charles Zehren)
Becky McEwing could have ended up sitting in a youth home and become justanother lost number in the. state corrections systemBut because of Wisconsin's unique way of handling juveniles who stray from thestraight and narrow, the 17 year-old West High School Senior's future pronnseSmore than fhat
Becky, 1325 Gross Ave , is one of two Wisconsin juvenile ex-offenders scheduled totestify Tuesday before the House Subcommittee oa Human Resources in Washing-ton, 1) C
She successfully completed the Green Bay Juvenile Restitution Progrbm and hasbeen invited to testify before the committee along with another youth from RockCounty
Becky had a run in with the law in 1975 after going on a joy ride in a stolen carwith several other teenagers But, she sacs -hat is behind her nowThe youths will bp accompanied to Washington by former Green Bay residentDennis Maloney who heads the Juvenile Justice and Youth Development Section ofthe state Department of Health and Social Services in Madison Maloney wasdirector of the Brown County Youth Resources Council until 1975 Ile then accepteda position with the Wisconsin Bureau of c'h'ildren and YouthMaloney said he was asked to testify by the Congressional subcommittee staffalong with two juveniles to describe Wisconsin's 12 county program The 43 federal-ly funded restitution programs across the nation are being analyzed as part of Thecurrent budgetary review, Maloney said
Malone,y said he asked Becky to ttintfy because of her great success in theprogram and praised her present efforts as a career development trainer for the'Youth Division of the department
"The whole program is fantastic There is no way 1 could have gone out and founda job for myself I would have been sent away somewhere if there wasn't a restitu-tion project," Becky said ,
The peoplede/work for the restitution project really relate well with kids."Becky said ad mg. "If someone thinks they can't make it because they are notgetting along with their job SCVYVISOr. the workers at the restitution project willhelp you fit in somewhere, else so you can pay off what you owe

Becky said the court ordered her to pay the owner of the car $150 and complete50 hours of volunteer work
"I finished thewhole thing when I completed my volunteer work in February of1980 L worked at the YWCA cleaning and painting I never saw any of the money,it went right to the victim I completed-my fifty hours or volunteer work at the BoysClub doing secretarial work," she said "

am now involved with a career training program for kids from the restitutionproject We help them dig into themselves to find out what their values, skills,andmain career goals are 4,Ye show them .how- to find more information about jobhunting and learning injw0'skills," Becky said "I know that it is a successfulprogram becauSe people involved in it. are finding jobs," she said.Becky said she plans on continuing hei work with juvenile offenders after com-pleting college.
Juvenile Restitution Program staff me orshelp the young offenders find jobs sothey can comply with court orders to pa r damage they were responsible for t'hestaff members also help the juveniles fin i- paying jobs td crlete public service -requirements
Since the state began this compensatio '4'1 in 1979, about $103,090 has beenpaid to vOtims by offenders And ,q perce of the juveniles involved have completedtheir restitution on schedule, Maloney .said This makes Wisconsin's program themost successful in the nation, he said

i roll' the N(.. end Ot.rNi r ft.,1(.49, ( I.Pn

RISTITUTION VI.AN ()IFERS CONSTRUCTIVE 11E1.1' TO TEEN'S'

{By Angelia Herrin)
It was just another nigt Not much was going on, just Brad and kbunch of other15 Year olds goofing off drinking (I few betrs

"1,Then somebody said. "Let s break into a house

(.1
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I didn't really want it" or need to," Brad knot his "real name) recalled in a recent
interview "I was already on probttion for taking a car But, okay, we did it

'Then another guy started picking up stuff to take out Thew we all did it
They took a cassette recorder, guns and a coin collectron The other guys sold

their stuff Brad got nervous He told' his probation officer The other guys got,
taught Once again, Brad was in trouble

His punishment normally 'would have been more time un probation --or mobe six
months at a state training school. This time, though, the judge had an alternative
Wake' County's new juvenile court restitution program

For eight weeks, Brad worked Saturdays from 9 a m to 4 p m He washed sherIff's
cars, cleaned wheelchairs at a rest'home and raked leaves

It wasn't punishment. Brad says, it was a payoff
"The,guv we robbe4got most of his stuff back, but if he didn't I couldn't have

- gotten a joia to pay forin he said But the courts wrote him a letter and told him I
was doing this work And that's good. because I feel like I'm kiada paying back for
doing stupid stuff."

Brad got the message, said Sandy C Pearce. director of the restitution program
The idea is to make these kids see clear-cut conseuuencesfoi- their behavior." she

said. "If ihey commit an offense, they make a:payment for it."
The program, funded by a $29,366 federal grant, is a year long pilot program for

teen agers under 16 who have comtnitted property offenses
In Wake County, more than 50 percent of all).cases in juvenile court involve

property vandalism, shoplifting, breaking and entering and motor theft
The 'Wake project, begun in August, is similar to three year restitution programs

act up in 1979 by the federal Law Enfin-cement Assistance Administration in Chica-
go and New York. It is the only community service restitution t. gram for juveniles
in the state.

Thq time an offender spends In the programfrom three weeks to three months
is determined by the seventy of the offense Service work is scheduled after school
and on Saturdays.

Paid supervisors pick up participants and monitor their activity Eighteen Wake
County agencies, ranging from the Women's Center of Raleigh' to the YMCA, use
the program services, mainly for cleanup and maintenance.

The progratti benefits the' whole community Ms Pearce said
'These offenders are too young to get jobs, to pay for their offenses monetarily "

she said. But they have to give up something more precious, their time a7.d.energy
They understand that they pay

"Usually probation or a training school is threatened for these kids, but that
doesn't really treat the problem A training school just keeps them asvay, from
society. What were trying to do is keep them in the community`tand change their_
values.

"We think we can prove it is a viable alternative to incarceration".'
Wake's chief District Court judge, George F Bason, agrees.

very pleased with the program, and I think it's gaining public support and
acceptance. he said "And ,people are IpleAsed to know that juveniles are made
accountable for their actions. , .

ed their assignments, three dropped out
Since August, 34 teens have' been referreil4the pfbgr.am Sixteen hage complet-

ed ,remainder still are working
Does the restitution prpgram work/
'Well, so far, we've had an 8 percent completion rate," Ms *Pearce said. "In the

short term. that's a success. We re trying to teach responsibility and accountability
for most of them. completing a set of tasks is a real test

"Of purse, the real measurement will be how many of these kids will get in legal
trouble again. We'll ha \e. to wait and see how the program's message stays with
them." -

The program also sends a message to the community Wcierk a juvenile' begins
restitution work, a letter is sent to the victim of the crime.

III EOM's case, the victim was.John Peters, an IBM employee He was angry after
thetbreak i . ''A man's house is his castle, It's supposed to be safe, and to have that
violated is psetting,"%Peters

While h is not sure the restitution pro am is a solution to juvenile crime Peters
said lie w glad to see the courts taking action in the community .°

"There is an element in all of us that has learned what happens when you go
against s iety rules," Peters said. "Sitting in a jail cell doe94 necessarily teach.
that. M be this can "


